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Current Topics. 


The New Bankruptcy Rules. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the new Bankruptcy Rules which came into 
operation on the Ist inst. Rule 124 (2) of the General Bankruptey 
Rules, which provides for review of a county court registrar's 
taxation at the instance of the Board of Trade by the Bank- 
ruptcy High Court taxing master, is extended so as to apply 
whenever a bill is chargeable against the debtor’s estate, whether 
the solicitor has been employ¢ ed by the trustee or not; and 
clause (1) of rule 183, relating to the costs of the petition, has 
been varied so as to enable the court to order that the costs of 
| proceedings down to the receiving order shall be paid by the 
debtor ; but otherwise the costs are, ag now, in the first instance 
borne by the petitioning creditor, but on ‘the receiving order 
being made are payable out of the estate. The new rules 
regulate the proceedings to be taken on the insolvency of 
limited partnerships, which, under section 24 of the Bankruptcy 
and Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1913, will be wound up in 








bankruptcy, instead of under the Companies Act, 1908, as 
hitherto ; and rule 19 shews to what extent a limited partner is 
| affected by the bankruptcy. A receiving order made against a 
firm registered under the Limited Partnerships Act, 1907, will 
operate as if it were a receiving order made against each of the 
general pariners (rule 14), and the limited partners will have the 
locus standi of creditors (rule 18). Rule 22 introduces new 
regulations for the administration in bankruptcy of the estates 
of persons who have died insolvent. 


The Meeting of the Law Society. 

Ir 1s satisfactory that the discussion on Mr. RUBINSTEIN’S 
resolution at the special general meeting of the Law Society last 
week resulted in its withdrawal. We do not suppose that the 
Lord Chancellor has had an easy task in drafting the Real Pro- 








perty and Conveyancing Bills so as to secure the assent of 
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conflicting interests, but, so far, he has prevented any extension 


of compulsory registration ; and if the Bills, whether 
separately or in the proposed amalgamated form, pass, 


there will be the chance of seeing the two systems of 
simplified private conveyancing and of registration of title 
working simultaneously, and of judging them on their 
merits. The advocates of private conveyancing and the advo- 
cates of registration have both had their desires consulted, and, 
as Mr. HiLts said, the Lord Chancellor has held the scales 
evenly between the two systems. We have already expressed our 
opinion that the simplified system of private conveyancing will 
be found superior in convenience to registration, but this can 
only be justified by experience. The result so far, we believe, 
is that the Bills have the unanimous support of the Law Society 
and of the provincial societies. 

The Editing of Speeches, 

We PRINT elsewhere a letter from a correspondent criticizing 
the recent correction made by the Lord Chancellor in the 
official printed version of a speech delivered by him in the 
House of Lords. On reading the proof he inserted the word 
“immediate ” before “coercion of Ulster.” We are inclined to 
think that our correspondent makes too much of the inzident, 
and our own view is that, when spoken words do not give the 
meaning of the speaker, they ought, if opportunity offers, to be 


corrected befere being committed to permanent form. ‘This, 
we understand, is not infrequently done by judges in 
editing the reports of their judgments, and accuracy 


of expression was still more important in the permanent 
record of the speech referred to. The Lord Chan- 
cellor's own explanation, given in the House of Lords, was 
that, in disclaiming on behalt of the Government any intention 
to coerce Ulster, he obviously meant immediate coercion ; but 
the words had been taken from their context and quoted as having 
a wider meaning. Clearly no Government can divest itself of 
its primary duty to maintain law and order throughout the 
kingdom in all eventualities, though it ,will naturally use its 
utmost endeavours to prevent eventualities calling for the exercise 
of this duty from arising. With deference to our cor:espondent 
we suggest that the Lord Chancellor did no more than follow 
judicial usage, and make a necessary correction in the most con- 
venient manner, 


Reversion Duty and Licensed Premises. 
WHEN THE case of Larl Fitzwilliam v. Inland Revenue Commis 
sioners (1913, 1 K. B. 184), was before Horriper, J., we ven- 
tured the opinion that his decision, to the effect that the value 
of the licence must be included in valuing licensed premises | 
for the purpose of reversion duty, was inevitable, and this has 
been justified by the affirmation of the decision both by the Court 
of Appeal (1913, 2 K. B. 593), and this week by the House of 
Lords (Zimes, 7th inst.) In 1861, premises in Yorkshire were 
granted for fifty years at £4 a year. Subsequently a licence 
was obtained, and in 1911, when the lease fell in, a new lease 
was granted at £29. Without the licence the increased rent 
would have been £15. Reversion duty is charged on the excess 
of “total value” under section 25 of the Finance Act, 1910, over 
the value at the date of the lease ascertained on a 
rental basis. The original value was £120, and the total value 
on the determination of the lease was £500 with the licence, and 
£300 without ; so that the assessment was to be either on £380 
or £180, But, uncer section 25, gross value—which in this case 
was the same as total value—is the value of the land for sale 
in its actual condition, and this appears to include the incidental 
value springing from the possession of a licence. This is so for 
rating purposes, and a like principle seems to apply in valuations 
under the Finance Act, 1910. The licence, when once acquired, f 
remains attached to the premises, subject to the holder's good 
behaviour, unless it is withdrawn for redundancy, and then its 
equivalent is paid by way of compensation. The assessment 
in the present case, therefore, was on £380. 
A Comparison Between the Procedure in 
American and Engish Courts. 

IN AN ARTICLE in one of the American periodicals headed 

‘Swift and Cheap Justice,” Mr. Ggzorce W. ALGER points ouu 





that, while the whole tendency of English justice is towards the 
increase of the power of an experienced judge, the tendency in 
America is in the other direction. In Oregon, for example, the 
State in 1910 amended its constitution by taking away from a 
judge any power to set aside verdicts where the damages were 
excessive, and given under the influence of passion or prejudice, or 
to dismiss any action where the evidence was insufficient to 
warrant a verdict. The whole matter is left to the jury, and the 
court is expressly deprived of any power to prevent injustice. 
The procedure in New York does not allow the judge to direct 
a verdict for the defendant, even where there can be no reason- 
able question as to the merits of the case, but unjust verdicts 
must be set aside and new trials ordered until the parties are 
weary of litigation and are driven toa settlement. Thisjevil in 
cases tried by juries is connected with the written constitution of 
the American Republic. Issues of fact have to be determined by 
juries. Ifa statute were enacted by which the appellate courts, 
for example, were permitted, on the appeal of a defendant from 
a judgment against him for a debt or a money compensation, to 
decide disputed questions of fact in his favour, and to direct a 
judgment in his favour when the jury had given judgment 
against him, the statute would be invalid, as being in conflict 
with the guaranteed right of trial by jury. In England the 
Judicature Rules refuse new trials where no substantial wrong 
or miscarriage of justice is established, and new trials are 
comparatively rare; but in America it is taken as a matter 
of course that a judge should be a mere umpire to 
give his decision upon objections, and hold counsel to the rules 
of the game, allowing the parties to fight out their game in their 
own way without interference. A great part of the learning in the 
American text-books, it may be noted, relates to matters which are 
not essential in Great Britain, owing to the elimination of technical 
objections and of formalities in pleadings and trials. In a recent 
trial for murder in New York, the counsel for the defendant 
announced after the trial that he had taken more than four 
thousand exceptions to the rulings of the judge ! 


Trial without Pleadings. 


THAT THE longest way round is often the shortest way home 
is the moral to be drawn from Hippolyte Sohm v. Kilsby (Times, 
20th ult.). Order 14 proceedings are tempting, and it 1s also 
very natural for a master, who feels obliged to give leave to 
defend in an action originating by specially indorsed writ, to set 
it down for trial without pleauings. But, unfortunately, this 
means that neither party has the advantage of knowing the full 
scope of the other party’s case; for there is no pieading to 
restrict the latter’s issues, and he may raise points of fact not 
disclosed in the affidavits before the master on the unsuccessful 
summons for judgment. The result is that surprises may be 
sprung on an opponent at the trial, requiring adjournments and 
causing greatly increased expease. ‘This is what happened in 
Sohm’s case. ‘Vhe plaintiff got judgment against the detendant in 
France cn aclaim tor keeping certain dogs,and in due course sued 
in England on his foreign judgment, the defendant being in this 
country. He used a specially indorsed writ, but the defendant 
got leave to defend on the ground of irregularity, and the case 
went to trial without pleadings. At the trial the defendant raised 
successfully a suggestion that the judgment had been obtained 
by fraudulent, or at any rate, improper means. The plaintiff 
appealed on the ground of surprise, and asked for a new trial 
at which he could adduce fresh evidence he was unable to give 
below. We need hardly say that the court is very reluctant to 
grant a new trial on the ground of res noviter veniens tn notitiam, 
and only does so in an ordinary case where the new evidence, if 
pelieved, will be absolutely conclusive in the applicant’s favour : 
Brown v. Dean (1910, A. UC. 373). But the rule is less stringent 
where there has been surprise at the trial, and in the present 
case the Court of Appeal granted a new trial. In delivering 
judgment to this effect, the Lord Cnief Justice pointed out that, 
where the defence to an action on a foreign judgment is based 
on allegations of collusion, fraud or other irregularity, trial 
without pleadings is quite inappropriate. The party against 
whom improper conduct is alleged 1s entitled to precise particulars 
of it, and the other shouid be confined at the trial stringently 
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within the limits of his allegatien as contained in the par- 
ticulars. 


The Running of the Statute of Limitations. 

THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in Re Benzon (reported 
elsewhere) illustrates the strictness of the rule that, when once 
the Statute of Limitations has commenced. to run against a debt, 
it continues to run without intermission. There seems, indeed, 
to be only one case where its operation is suspended, namely, by 
the temporary union by act of law of creditor and debtor in one 
person ; where, for instance, a debtor takes out administration 
to his creditor: Seayrave v. Knight (L. R. 2 Ch. 628). In Re 
Benzon the matter was complicated by the peculiar nature of the 
assets against which the creditor was claiming. The debtor had 
a general testamentary power of appointment over a fund of 
£15,000. He was bankrupt in 1890 and again in 1892. He 
died in July, 1911, having made a will by which he exercised the 
power. In the ordinary course this would have made the fund 
assets for payment of all creditors; but it was held by WARRINGTON, 
J., in the similar case of He Guedalla (1905, 2 Ch. 331), that the 
fund was not available for creditors in the bankruptcy, since 
their remedy was confined to proving against property vested in 
the trustee in bankruptey, and the appointed fund had never so 
vested. Hence the fund was available only for creditors since 
the bankruptcy. In the present case the claim against the £15,000 
was made by acreditor whose debt was prio: to the first bankruptcy 
and who had proved in that bankruptcy. Under the above decision 
this would have cut him off from participation in the fund, but the 
Statute of Limitations came in to prevent the necessity of 
considering whether Re Guedella was right. The statute had 
commenced to run against the debt before 1890, and the debt was 
barred long since unless the running of the statute had been in 
some way stopped. It is the general rule that bankruptcy stops 
the running of the statute: Lx parte Ross (2 Glyn & J. 330); 
but this is because the debts are provable against the assets in 
the bankruptcy, and these are held for all creditors at the com- 
mencement of the bankruptcy. In the present case the Court of 
Appeal held that the rule is confined to the proceedings in the 
bankruptcy. It does not touch proceedings against assets which 
never come into the bankruptcy. “The claim against the £15,000 
in the present case was of this nature, and since the statute began 
to run before 1890, and there was nothing to suspend its operation, 
the claim was barred, quite apart from the question whether, 
having regard to the intervention of the first bankruptcy, it 
could have been asserted against the fund at all. 


Setting Aside a Judgment. 

It 1s now well-settled that where illegality of consideration 
becomes apparent in the course of a trial, the judge is entitled 
to take the point as to “ illegality,” and ought himself to do so, 
whether or not it is pleaded: Scott v. Brown (1892, 2 Q. B. 724). 
The same principle would seem to apply when the defendant either 
makes default in appearance, or appears and puts in a defence in 
reply to the statement of claim, but does not defend at the 
trial. But, in the latter case, where the plaintiff's evidence does 
not itself disclose any illegality, ought the judge to take the 
point and further inquire into the facts, merely because the 
defendant’s pleading—which he does not appear to support at the 
trial—alleges an illegal consideration for the sum claimed ? This 
situation has arisen and been discussed before SCRUTTON, J., in 
Harley v. Samson (Times, 4th inst.). The plaintiff sued the 
defendant on two cheques given by him to her, but not met. 
The defendant put in a defence alleging that the cheques were 
given in settlement of a gambling debt incurred at a gambling 
house where he played chemin de fer; this is an unlawful game 
within the Gaming Houses Act, 1854; so that a security given 
for it is given for an illegal consideration, and the contract is 
illegal and not merely void. At the trial the defendant 
did not appear, and counsel for the plaintiff drew the 
attention of the judge to the pleadings, but pointed out that it 
was enough for him to prove the defendant’s signature to the 
cheque ; a negotiable instrument is prima facie deemed to be 
given for good consideration until the contrary is proved. The 
judge did not cross-examine the witness who proved the cheques, 


so as to ascertain whether or not illegality as alleged in the pleading 
had in fact occurred, and judgment was entered for the plaintiff. 
This judgment was subsequently assigned to a bona fide holder 
for value. The defendant, who had been abroad, then returned 
to England and took out a summons to set aside the judgment 
under crd. 36, r. 33, and ord. 27, r. 15. He was out of time 

but in a proper case the court will set aside judgment, notwith- 
standing delay: Atwood v. Chichester (3 Q. D. B. 722.) If the 
judgment debt had not, in the meantime, been assigned to a bona 
fide holder for value, the proper course would have been for the 
court to set aside the judgment on terms. Bat, in fact, the rights 
of the bona fide holder had intervened, and, ScruTron, J., 
since the relief was in his discretion, refused to set aside the 
judgment. 


Evidence to Establish ‘‘ Dependency.” 

A CURIOUS point in the law of evidence caused a difference of 
opinion betwesn the House of Lords and the Court of Appeal in 
Lloyd v. Powell Duffryn Steam Co. (Times, 7th inst). A 
miner was fatally injured while working for the respondent 
company in circumstances which amounted to an accident entitling 
his dependents to compensation under the Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Act, 1906. Children actually dependent upon the deceased 
are dependents within the meaning of the statute, whether they 
are legitimate or illegitimate (section 13). But there is a well- 
recognised difference between the position of legitimate and of 
illegitimate children. In the case of the former, dependency is 
presumed unless rebutted by proof that in fact the child was not 
dependent ; in the case of the latter, as in the case of a wife, it 
is a pure question of fact, and no presumption exists one way or 
the other : Lee v. Owners of SS. Bessie (1911, 105 L. T. 659). The 
result is that in the case of an illegitimate child the onus is 
on the claimant to prove dependency. ‘The same principles 
apply in the case of a posthumous child ; it is treated as if born 
in its father’s lifetime for the purposes of the statute : Williams v. 
Ocean Colliery Co. (Limited) (1907,2 K.B. 422). Inthe case 
of such children, of course, actual maintenance cannot be asserted 
the test is whether the mother was at the time of the child’s con- 
ception assured of the father’s assistance for the child’s support. 
Now, in the present case, the deceased miner had intercourse 
with a woman, whom, however, he did not support, as the result 
of which a child was born after his death. So far, there was no 
evidence of support by the father, and the Court of Appeal held 
that the possibility of an affiliation order being obtained against 
him was not a fact which could be used to establish hypothetical 
future support. But in the county court evidence was offered 
and admitted to the following effect: the mother said that the 
father before his death had learned of the child’s conception, and 
had promised to marry her before it was born. Such evidence, 
if admissible, seems to be evidence of probability that the father 
would support the child. But the Court of Appeal, while 
admitting it as evidence of “ paternity "—i.c., an “admission” by 
the father that he was the child’s parent—reijected it as evidence 
of “dependency.” It was only a promise, HAMILTON, L.J., said, 
which men usually make in such cfrcumstances, but which 
experience shews they do not intend to carry out. The House 
of Lords, however, refused to take this view. A man, they held 
in effect, must be assumed to intend that he will carry out his 
promises ; if so, the child would have had a reasonable expecta- 
tion of support upon its birth, and was entitled to rank as a 
“* dependent.” 


Notice to Determine Lease. 
WuerE A lease is granted subject to a proviso for determina- 





tion by notice after a fixed period, it is frequently left doubtful 
on the terms of the proviso whether the notice can be given 
during the currency of the fixed term. In Thompson v. Maberly 
(2 Camp. 573), the tenancy was “for twelve months certain, and 
six months’ notice to quit afterwards,” and it was held that notice 
could be given for the end of the first year ; but this was questioned 
| in Gardner v. Ingram (61 L. T. 729), where, in an agreement for 
| a lease for five years, it was provided that the tenancy might be 
determined “after the expiration of the term of three years out 
of the five years” by six months’ notice in writing, expiring at a 
quarter day corresponding to the commencement of the tenancy. 
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Notice was given for the end of the three years, but was held to 
be bad. A similar provision was considered by Eve, J., in W. 
Davis & Suns v. Lancashire and Yorkshire Bank (1914, 1 Ch. 522). 
Premises were demised to the defendants tor five years from 
the 25th of March, 1911, subject to a proviso for determination 
of the term by the lessees after the expiration of the first three 
years on “ six calendar months’ previous notice in writing . . . 
such notice to determine on any quarter day.” The lessees gave 
notice within the three years to determine at the end of the 
first quarter after that period, namely, the 24th of June, 1914. 
In support of the notice an attempt was made to distinguish 
Gardner v. Ingram on the ground that there the option enabled 
the lessee to determine the lease only after the expiration of the 
three years, whereas the notice was given for determination on 
the expiration of that period. In the present case the notice was 
for determination after the fixed period, and the distinction seems 
to be substantial. The intentioa, probably, is that the tenancy 
shall be determinable at the end of any quarter after the fixed 
period, and there scems to be no objection to giving the notice 
within the fixed period. Eve, J., beld, however, that the case 
was governed by Gardner v. Ingram, and that the notice was bad. 
In such cases the draftsman should, of course, provide precisely 
as to when the notice may be given. 


The Fusion of Law and Equity. 

SIGNS OF the gradual fusion of law and equity may be found 
in the existence of eminent counsel who have served an 
apprenticeship in both branches of our jurisprudence. Sir STANLEY 
BUCKMASTER, the _ Solicitor-Genera!, attended most of the 
principal towns of the Oxford Circuit for some years after his 
call tothe bar. He took silk in 1902. Up to 1898 the greater 
part of bis practice was in the (Jueen’s Bench Division, but from 
1898 to the present day he has practically confined himself to 
the Chancery Division. Lord MouLTon, when at the bar, had an 
equal experien e of both divisions. And the Master of the Rolls 
has recently taken occasion to mention that, in the Chancery 
Division, many cases are tried which are not different in any way 
from cases in the King’s Bench Division ; and that it is almost an 
accident whether an action which involves allegations of fraud 
in a company’s prospectus should be bronght in the Chancery 
Division for rescission of a contract to take shares, or 
in the King’s Bench Division for trial witha jury. Two possible 
reforms in our laws may accelerate the merger of the Courts of 
Chancery and King’s Bench. The first is a sensible diminution 
in the intricacy of our law of real property, and the second the 
abolition of trial by jury in a large proportion of the civil actions 
in the King’s Bench Division. Such changes would remove many 
of the reasons for the distinctions of law and equity, and for the 
existence of separate courts with a separate jurisdiction, attended 
by a bar with special training and experience. 


Notice of Breach of Covenant in 
Lease. 


THE case of Jolly v. Brown (ante, p. 153; 1914, 1 K. B. 109), in 
the Court of Appeal (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, BucKLEY, and 
KENNEDY, L.JJ.), contains a useful discussion of the particu- 
larity required in a notice of breach of covenant, given under 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, prior to forfeiture. 
Under that section a right of forfeiture under a proviso in a lease 
for breach of covenant is not to be enforceable “unless and 
until the lessor serves on the lessee a notice specifying the parti- 
cular breach complained of, and, if the breach is ‘capable of 
remedy, requiring the lessee to remedy the breach, and, in any 
case, requiring the lessee to make compensation in money for the 
breach,” and the lessee fails to comply with the notice. The 
requirement that the notice shall specify the particular breach 
complained of shews that a mere generat allegation of breach of 
covenant will not do, and a decision to this effect was given by 
North, J., in Fletcher v. Nokes (1897, 1 Ch. 271). There the 
lessor served a notice stating that the lessee had “ broken the 
covenants for repairing the inside and outside” of the demised 
houses, and req@iring the lessee to repair the houses in accordance 


with the covenants and to pay £20 compensation. Nortu, J, 
pointed out that the lessee was entitled to such a notice as would 
enable him to understand with reasonable certainty what he 
was required to do; the lessor need not go through every room 
'and point out every defect, but the notice must enable the lessee 
| to do the particular things of which the landlord complained 
before an action was brought against him. The mere allegation 
that the repairing covenants had been broken was not sufficient ; 
and the notice was bad, 

To the same effect is the judgment of CoLtins, L.J., in 
Penton v. Barnett (1898, 1 Q. B., p. 281); the intention of the 
section is to secure that the tenant shall be informed of the 
particular condition of the premises which he is to remedy. “The 
comnion sense of the matter is, that the tenant is to have full 
notice of what he is required to do.” In that case the notice 
contained in the ordinary way a schedule of the necessary repairs, 
and the point of the decision was that, since no repairs had been 








done, and the breach was continuing, the notice held good for a 
later date, notwithstanding that rent due after the notice had 
been claimed and the initial forfeiture thereby waived. And 
KEKEWICH, J., followed these cases in Re Serle (1898, 1 Ch. 
652), where the notice was, as to part of it, in general terms, 
reforring simply to the failure to keep the premises in repair ; it 
was not cured by other parts which specified particular breaches 
of the painting covenants. On the other hand, if the, notice 
sufficiently points out to the lessee the particular defects in the 
premises which he is to make good, it is not necessary that it 
should indicate to him how this is to be done. In Piggvtt v. 
Middlesex County Council (1909, 1 Ch., p. 147), Eve, J., observed 
that the lessor had by his notice indicated the matter of 
which he complained, and which he wished to be put right, and, 
like a prudent man, he left it to the lessees to find out how this 
could best be done ; and such a notice was sufficient. 

There is, of course, the danger that, if the lessor tries to be 
precise in his notice, he may go beyond the strict requirements of 
the covenants and specify repairs which the lessee is not bound 
tu do; and if such exces: of requirement invalidated the notice, 
the lesscr would clearly be in a difficult position. But here the 
courts have interpreted the statute in his favour. Jn Matthews v 
Us'er (68 L. J. Q. B. 988) Riptey, J., held that the notice was 
good if it sufficiently specified the breach, and called for its 
remedy, notwithstanding that it was accompanied with require 
ments which were not justifiable. In the Court of Appeal (1900, 
2 (). B. 535) it was unnecessary to deal with this point since the 
case was decided on the ground that the plaintiff, who was 
mortgagor in possession, had no right of reentry for breach of 
covenant, and, therefore, could not enforce the forfeiture ; but 
the question arose before BuckLey, J., in Pannell v. City of 
London Brewery Co (1900, 1 Ch. 426}, and was decided in the 
same way. The notice to repair spec fied three breaches, of 
which only two had been committed ; nevertheless it was good 
as to these two. 

From the cases above referred to it appears, (1) that the notice 
is not sufficient if it refers to the covenants alleged to be broken 
in general terms only ; but (2) that, if it gives particulars of the 
breaches, it is not bad because some of the breaches have not 
been committed ; and (33) it need not go on to point out how the 
particular breaches are to be remedied, though in fact this is the 
form which a schedule of dilapidations usually takes. But the 
recent case of Jolly v. Brown (supra) shews that there is still a 
question as to the exactness with which the particular breaches 
must be alleged. In that case the lease comprised six small 
houses in the East of London, and contained the usual repairing 
and painting covenants and proviso for re-entry on breach of 
covenant. ‘The lessor served a notice stating that the repairing 
covenants had been broken, and referring for the particular 
breaches to the schedule. This contained a long series of general 
directions to repair arranged under headings——“ external,” 
“internal,” and ‘generally "--of which the following are 
examples :—‘‘ Roofs, etc., examine, repair and reinstate all 
broken and loose tiles to main and w.c. roofs—leave the roofs 
sound and watertight ;” “repair woodwork of frames, sashes, 
linings, doors and frames, cupboards, dressers and shelves” ; 








“hack out and reinstate all broken glass”; and the schedule 
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concluded :—‘‘ Well and substantially repair, uphold, main- 
tain, and put the premises and appurtenances in thoroughly good 
repair and condition, and note that the completion of the 
items mentioned in this schedule does not excuse the 
execution of other repairs if found necessary.” The Divisional 
Court (Avory and LusH, JJ.) held that the notice was 
sufficient, and this decision was affirmed by BuckLRy and 
KenNnEDY, L.JJ., in the Court of Appeal, but VAUGHAN 
WIituiaAMs, L.J., dissented. 

It is not surprising that the notice has caused a dissertient 
judgment, though it would, we imagine, be foun 1 impracticable to 
frame notices intended tocover a large number of items differently. 
It was not a mere reference to breach of the covenant to repair, 
and was not in that sense too general like the notice in Fletcher v. 
Nokes (supra). On the other hand, it may be objected that it simply 
enumerated the various natters which might be required te be 
done under the covenant, without stating exactly where these 
defects cecurred in each house, so that, under a semblance of 
particularity, the notice was in substance nothing but a general 
notice to do ali that was required under the covenant. Such a 
notice may, of course, go’ beyond the legal liability of the 
lessee. and we have already referred to the decision of RIDLEY, J., 
in Matthews v. Usher (supra) that this is not an objection to it. 
But in fact the notice there was framed in terms similar to 
those in the present case, and Ripey, J., also held that it was not 
too general because it did not specify where each particular 
defect existed. “I think,” he said, “that the tenant who, .as 
must be assumed, has broken the covenant, must on receipt 
of a notice like the present apply it to the premises; 
he must, on knowing what sort of work is required, 


‘The 


and Deeds of 


1913. 


Bankruptcy 


Arrangement Act, 
IV, 
2. DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT. 

THE second part of the Act introduces important changes with 
teference to deeds of arrangement and the administration of 
assets under them. Hitherto, the law as to such deeds has de- 
pended on the Deeds of Arrangement Acts, 1887 and (for Ireland) 
1890. For the purpose of these Acts a deed of arrangement is 
(1) an assignment of property ; (2) a composition deed or 
agreement; or (3) a deed of inspectorship or other instrument 
for carrying on or winding up a business ; in either case the in- 
strument may be under seal or not, but it must be made for the 
benefit of creditors generally (see as to this the recent case of Le 
Allix, ante pp. 250, 265); and the only requirement is that it 
shall be registered in accordance with the Act, and the rules 
made thereunder. This includes the filing of an affidavit stating 
the assets and liabilities, and the names of the creditors. ‘The 
following additions are now made :— 

Assent of Majority of Creditors.-—A deed of arrangement may be 
made with the previous assent of cieditors and as an inducement 
to them to forbear pressing for their debts. In this case it is at 
once binding as between the debtor and the assenting creditors ; 
or it may, in the first instance, be made without communication 
with creditors, and it is then a mere revocable mandate to the 
trustee until communicated to the creditors or some of them: 
Wallwyn v. Coutts (3 Mer. 707), Acton v. MH codgate (2 My & K. 
492), Re Ashby (1892, 1 Q. B, 872). But, whichever form 





do it where it is wanted.” With this VAUGHAN WILLIAMs, 
L.J., disagreed. “It appears to me,” he said, “that the| 
notice must specify the particular breach, and require that | 
breach to be remedied; and it is not a compliance with the 
statute to serve on the tenant a notice bidding him in effect to find 
out whether there are any breaches of covenant, and if there are, 
to remedy them.” 

On the other hand, Lord Justice BucKLEY, while he 
admitted that the tenant was entitled to know how he was said | 
to have broken the covenant to repair, and not to be told simply 
that he had broken it, declined to require that each particular 
defect should be identified—a proken window here, a defective | 
roof there, and soon. It is enough if the tenant has “notice 
of the class of condition which the lessor says is defective, and 
the identification of the particular places in which the defects 
occur is rightly left to the tenant himself.” And Kennepy, L.J., 
tock the same view, and supported it on the practical ground 
that in a case like the present, where the premises had been 
allowed to get into disrepair in almost every direction, a notice 
really specifying and identifying each particular defect would 
impose on the landlord needless labour which the statute never 
intended. The notice may, owing to its fulness of detail, cover 
some matters which are not breaches of covenant; but that, as 
shewn above, and as recognised in the present case, is not an 
objection. It is sufficient that the premises are in fact out of 
repair, and that the notice specifies the various classes of work 
which are necessary to repair them. Any other result would, we 
Imagine, introduce serious practical difficulties in framing 
schedules of dilapidations. 


Mr. Derbyshire, the purchaser of part of Lord Howard de Walden’s 
London estates, on Tuesday, at Nottingham, informed a representative 
of the Times that he had been interested in London properties for some 
years. Two years ago he purchased a large block of the assets of the 
sirkbeck Bank for nearly £200,000, including many houses in London 
and the suburbs. He had studied property values in New York 
Chicago, Paris and St. Petersburg, but no place offered such facilities 
for dealing in real estate as London, where the central parts were 
always appreciating. He had made all the necessary financial arrange- 
ments, and he had powerful friends acting with him. Mr. Derbyshire 
added that he thought of developing this estate for residential and 
business purposes, although, on the other hand, he would not be sur- 
prised if he parted with it very soon, as he had some firm negotiations. 
The tenancies now falling in would be temporarily renewed, but in 
other cases the leases had a long time to run, so that the development 
of the estate must be gradual. 


it assumes, the intention is that any of the creditors 
who choose to do so may come in and take the benefit of the 
deed, and be bound by its provisions in favour of the debtor. 
In future, however, it will be void unless within twenty-one 
days after registration, or such extended time as the bankruptcy 
court may allow, it has received the assent of a majority in 
number and value of the creditors (section 28). The list of 
creditors contained in the debtor's affidavit on registering the 
deed is to be prima facie evidence of the names of the creditors 
and the amount of their claims. Theassent of a creditor must be 
shewn either by his executing the deed of arrangement, or sending 
to the trustee his assent in writing, attested by a witness, 
Within twenty-eight days of the registration, or within such ex- 
tended time as may be allowed by the court, the trustee must file a 
statutory declaration that the consent of the requisite majority 
has been obtained, and this will, in favour of a purchaser for 
value, be conclusive evidence of such fact, and in other cases, 
prima facie evidence. Secured creditors rank for the required 


| majority only to the extent of the deficiency in the security, and 


creditors for £10 or less are reckoned only for the majority in 
value ; they are ignored in counting the majorityinnumber. The 
effect of this new requirement will be to give creditors greater 
control over assignments to trustees, and in particular to prevent 
such assignments being made without*their knowledge. 

Security by Trustee.—A trustee in bankruptcy is bound to give 
security to the satisfaction of the Board of ‘rade (Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, s. 21 (2)). Trustees under deeds of arrangement are 
now made subject to a similar requirement. Within seven days 
after filing the statutory declaration of assent of creditors, the 
trustees must give security to the registrar of the appropriate 
bankruptcy court in a sum equal to the estimated assets available 
for unsecured creditors, unless security is dispensed with by a 
majority in number and value of the creditors, and in that case 
the trustee must file a statutory declaration shewing that the 
dispensation has been given (section 29). Failure of the trustee 
in complying with the requirement as to security may result in 
the court declaring the deed of arrangement void, or appointing 
another trustee. As a further safeguard to the interests of the 
| creditors, all moneys received by a trustee are to be “banked” 
by him to a separate account (section 29 (4)); an expression 
which shews that the Parliamentary draftsman is not above 
colloquialisms. 

Penalties on Trustees.—Section 30 imposes on a trustee who 
acts under a deed which is void for non-compliance with the 
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statutory requirements, or who fails to give security, a penalty 
recoverable on summary conviction of £5 a day, unless he 
satisfies the court that his contravention of the law was due to 
inadvertence, or that his action has been confined to taking steps 
necessary for the protection of the estate. This was one of the 
most severely criticized clauses of the Bill, and it was freely 
prophesied that it would prevent accountants of repute from 
becoming trustees under deeds of arrangement. Such a result 
would be unfortunate, since statistics shew that this form of 
liquidation is both more frequently resorted to, and is more 
profitable to creditors, than bankruptcy. The effect of the Act 
in this respect will be watched with interest. One obvious 
objection is that a trustee may, under the express provision of 
the statute, have a perfectly good reason for non-compliance with 
its provisions, but may not be able to establish this except in 
answer to a criminal charge. 

Limitation in Bankruptcy Proceedings. —The deed of arrangement 
is in general an act of bankruptcy, and is in a sense, therefore, 
an invitation to any dissentient creditor to file a petition. 
The inconvenience which may be caused by a deed being upset 
on this ground is to a certain extent met by section 10, which 
overrides Davis vy. Petrie (1906, 2 K. B. 786; see p. 395, ante). 
But it may .be prejudicial to the administration of the estate to 
leave a creditor who has not assented the full time for 
proceeding in bankruptcy, and accordingly section 31 empowers 
the trustee to limit the time within which this can be done. 
Under the new requirements the non-assenting creditor will 
always be in a minority in number and value, and if the trustee 
serves on him notice of the deed, and of the filing of the 
certificate of assets, he will be bound to present a petition 
founded on the deed of arrangement or matters leading up thereto, 
if at all, within one month from the notice (section 31). Possibly the 
service of such a notice on non-assenting creditors will become 
the usual practice, so that the deed of arrangement can be 
made final in about six weeks from execution instead of three 
months. On the other hand, care will have to be taken that 
the notice does not render hostile a creditor who might otherwise 
remain passive. 

Audit and Accounts —By section 25 (2) (b) of the Bankruptey 
Acts, 1890, a trustee under a deed of arrangement is required 
to furnish annually to the Board of Trade an account of his 
receipts and payments. Section 32 (2) of the present Act provides 
additional safeguards for creditors by requiring the trustee to 
send half-yearly to each creditor a statement of his accounts 
and of the proceedings under the deed down to the date of the 
statement. Moreover, on application in writing by a majority 
in number and value of the assenting creditors the Board of 
Trade may cause the trustee’s accounts to be audited. It should 
be noticed that on such audit the Board may require a certificate 
for the taxed costs of any solicitor whose costs have been paid 
or charged by the trustee, and may disallow the whole or any 
part of any costs in respect of which no certificate is produced 
(section 32 (1)). It will, therefore, be hazardous for a trustee to 
pay any costs without having them taxed. 

After two years from the registration of a deed of arrange- 
ment the court may, on the application of the trustee or a 
creditor, or of the debtor, order that money representing 
unclaimed dividends and undistributed funds shall be paid into 
court (section 32 (3)). Under section 33 failure by a trustee to 
transmit his accounts to the Board of Trade, and to state 
whether he has duly sent statements to the assenting creditors, 
will be punishable on summary conviction with a fine not 
exceeding £5 a day during the continuance of the default. 

Extension of Deeds of Arrangement.__As_ stated above, an 
instrument is not a deed of arrangement within the meaning of 
the Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887, unless it is made for the 
benefit of creditors generally. Section 37 of the present Act 
extends the Act of 1887 to instruments falling within the classes 
specified in section 4 made by an insolvent debtor for the benefit 
of any three or more creditors, and such an instrument will 
require registration ; but it will not be subject to sections 28 to 
36 of Part II. of the present Act, except as regards the penalties 
on the trustee to transmit accounts. Joint creditors will be 
treated for this purpose as a single creditor. 





Void Deeds.—Where a deed of arrangement is void for want 
of the requisite majority of assenting creditors, or, in the case of 
a deed for the benefit of three or more creditors, because the 
debtor was insolvent and it has not been registered, and bank- 
ruptcy follows more than three months after the deed, the trustee is 
protected against the trustee in bankruptcy in respect of dealings 
with the property on the footing of the deed being valid, provided 
he had no reason to suspect its invalidity (section 38). This 
may, however, involve the trustee under the deed in difficulties 
of proof. It would be better to make the debtor’s list of creditors 
or the debtor's statement of solvency, as the case may be, conclusive 
in his favour. Where a deed is void under the Act of 1913, the 
trustee, as soon as he is aware of the fact, must give notice to 
each creditor, and file a copy of the notice with the Registrar 
of Bills of Sale. Default will render him subject on summary 
conviction to a fine not exceeding £20 (section 39). Where a 
deed of arrangement is avoided by bankruptcy, expenses properly 
incurred by the trustee in the performance of his duties under 
the present Act are to be a first charge on the estate. 

Miscellaneous Provisions.—A trustee who makes a payment toa 
creditor which is preferential as between him and other creditors 
coming in under the deed, unless the preference is justified by 
the nature of the creditor’s claim, will be guilty of a misdemeanour 
(section 34). Applications as to the enforcement of the trusts 
of a deed of arrangement, or the determination of questions under 
it, will be made to the local bankruptcy court or to the High 
Court in Bankruptcy ; hitherto the application has been in the 
Chancery Division ; and the same courts may exercise the power 
of appointing a new trustee under section 25 of the Trustee Act, 
1893. 

The provisions of the Act will no doubt make for the security 
of creditors, but its outstanding feature is the severe manner in 
which it penalizes trustees, and it is quite possible that the con- 
sequent disadvantages will outweigh its benefits, 








Reviews. 


Criminal Law. 


Gipson & Wetpon’s Stupent’s CRIMINAL AND MAGISTERIAL 
Law. By the AutHors and A. Ciirrorp FounTAINE. SIXTH 
Epition. The “Law Notes” Publishing Office. 

Since the last edition of this work two important statutes affecting 
the criminal law have been passed—the Perjury Act, 1911, and the 
Forgery Act, 1913. These are in the main consolidating statutes, 
and references to them have been substituted in the text for the 
statutes which they replace ; but they simplify the law very 
considerably, and as to the Forgery Act, it is pointed out at p. 157, 
that, under the comprehensive definition of forgery in section 1, every 
common law forgery will in future be a statutory offence, while the 
Act will also include many offences which are not forgery at common 
law. The book is well-arranged, and a glance at the contents will 
shew that it thoroughly covers its subject, even to the extent of 
recording that “depraving the prayer-book” is a statutory offence, 
which, if committed a third time, renders the offender subject to 
imprisonment for life! Weare by no means sure that this would 
not imperil the liberty of certain divinity professors and others who 
have recently spoken in strong terms of a portion of the Athanasian 
Creed. On the other hand, it is satisfactory to be told that the writ 
de heretico comburendo has been abolished for 250 years or so. 
Parts IIIf. and IV. deal with Courts of Criminal Jurisdiction and 
Procedure, and are written in a manner likely to interest and assist 
the student ; and Part V., on Summary Jurisdiction, furnishes a 
useful introduction to work in magistrates’ courts. The more 
important of the recent decisions are referred to, and the work in 
this new edition is convenient and serviceable. 





Mortgages. 


Coorr’s TREATISE ON THE Law or MortGaces. Ertcuta_ Epirion. 
By Sypney Epwarp WriiaMs, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). £3 3s. 


This edition of Coote on Mortgages has been carefully brought up 
to date and at the same time the former text has been revised. This 
must have been no easy task, for the Law of Mortgages still occupies 
the prominent place in courts of equity and in conveyancing that it 
has had from the beginning, and in certain directions—for instance, 1n 
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regard to the clog on th on the equity —the décisions of recent years have | 
been as’numerous as though the doctrines were now for the first time 
being elaborated. The rule “Once a mortgage always a mortgage’ 
is expounded at pp. 12 and 12, with references extending from 
Howard v. Harris(1 Vern. 192) to Bradley v. Carritt (1903, A. C. 

253) and later ; but there has been a relaxation of recent years in 
weep the mortgagee to obtain, not only his principal and interest, 
but also a collateral advantage which he has stipulated for as 
a term of the loan, provided it is limited to the continuance 
of the mortgage; and the cases shewing this develop- 
ment—such as Biggs v. Hoddinott (1898, 2 Ch. 307) and Noakes 
v. Rice (1902, A. C. 24)—are referred to at pp. 1172,3. A 
useful section is devoted to mortgages of chattels, and this includes a 
well-arranged chapter on the bills of Sale Acts. The question 
whether a particular document is within the statutory detinition of a 
bill of sale has given rise to a multitude of decisions, and those which 
determine whether a hire purchase agreement is or is not a valid 
instrument—a question ot arising in practice—are collected at 
pp. 204,5). Perhaps Beckett v. Tower Assets Co. (1891, 1 Q. B. 638, | 
is one of the most useful in this connection. On other special forms | 
of security, such as shipping mortgages and mortgages to building | 
societies, the exposition of the law is full and clear, and chap. 29 on 

mortgages to trustees contains, among other matter, an excellent 

statement of the precautions to be taken by trustees on making 

advances, and in particular on the valuation ot property. The work | 
is a very comprehensive and valuable guide to the law of | 
mortgages. | 





| his letter in your issue of the 4th inst. 
| fession grow bolder daily, and not one thing does the 


Common Law. 
Tue PRINCIPLES OF THE Common Law: INTENDED FoR THE Use 
ov STUDENTS AND THE Proression. ‘TweLrrH Epririon. By 
JoHN INDERMAUR AND CHARLES THWAITES, Solicitors. Stevens | 
& Haynes. 20s. 
The principles of the common law furnish a sufficiently wide 
field for the labours of a text writer, and it requires both learning 
and skill to condense so much as is required for the student’s guidance | 
into the moderate compass of this book. But generations of students | 
can testify that Mr. Indermaur accomplished the task successfully, and 
the present edition contains all relevant legislation up to the present 
time, and also a considerable number of recent important decleiens. 
Thus the chapter on landlord - tenant contains the exemptions 
from distress introduced by the Law of Distress Amendment <Act 
of 1908, and references are given to the cases decided on the excep- 
tion from this benefit of goods comprised in bills of sale and hire- 
purchase agreements made by the tenant, namely, Shenstone v. Free- 
aoe (1910, 2 2 K. B. 84), Rogers <. Martin (1911, 1 K. B. 19), and 
Hackney Furnishing Co. v. Watts (1912, 3 K. B. 225), to which | 
may now be added the recent decision of a Divisional Court in Jay's 
Furnishing Co. v. Brand & Co. (p. 229, ante ; 1914, 1 K. B. 132) And 
it contains also the provisions of the Housing, Town Planning, «&e., 
Act, 1909, as to implied contracts to repair, with references to the 
cases, namely, M/iddleton v. Hall (108 L. T. 804, ky J. P. 172), and 
Ryall v. Kidwell (1913, 3 K. B. 123, 82 L. J. K. B. 877), which 
restrict the landlord’s liability to damage to the z nant personally, 
and do not allow a wife or daughter to recover. Another aspect of 
the same subject is dealt with in the chapter on n torts affecting land 
under the head of nuisance, where it is pointed out that the 
landlord incurs, in general, no liability to the family *, the tenant 
in — of defective repair, referring to Cavalier v. Pope (1906, 
A. C. 428) which is now the leading authority on the subject. The 
book has been very efficiently brought up-to-date. 
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Book of the Week. 


Landlord and Tenant, Dilapidations and Fixtures.— By 
Prof. BANISTER FietcnHer, D.L., F.R.I. B A., &e. 7th Edit. Revised 
and largely Rewritten by Banister Fucat F LETCHER, F.R.1.B.A., 
h.S.L, and Hersert Puinirs Friercner, F.R.LBA., FS, 
Architects and Barristers-at-Law. B. T. Batsford (Limited.) 6s. 6d. 
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Correspondence. 


Mr. Lowe’s Match Tax. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Referring to your remarks (ante, p. 409) on “The Gladstone | 
Precedents,” I think you will find that the Latin epigram made or 
quoted by Mr. Lowe when proposing a tax on matches was Fx luce 
(not /ucello) lucellum (from light a little gain). I well recollect 
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| wrote @o luce 


| ferior stamp of man now being admitted. 
| openly for work, and agree 


| esteemed before all others for a fine sense of the proprieties. 
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the incident. As you no doubt reme mbe r, in consequence of thes great 
opposition to his proposal, Mr. Lowe was obliged to withdraw it. 
A Former Contripvtor. 
{We are obliged for our correspondent’s correction. The phrase 
is, of course, as he gives it, and would otherwise be meaningless. 
—Ed. S./.] 


[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 
Sir,—Robert Lowe never said or wrote ex ducello lucellum. He 
lucellum. We introduced the match tax in 1871, not 
1873. 

Ey luce lucellum is a brilliant mot, and it is thought the tax on 
matches was invented for the mot. The tax was partly killed by 
the following :— 

Ew luce lucellum is clever, you know, 
Lut if Luey won’t sell ’em, 
What then Mr. Lowe ? 
10, Coleman-street, London, E.C., April6. EF. T. HARGRAVEs. 
[It seems that misquotations add to the gaiety of our columns. 
We propose to continue them—judiciously.—Ep. S./.] 


Admission of Women as Solicitors. 

[7'o the Kditor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. 
“A Country Solicitor” says in 
The poachers on our pro- 
Law Society do 
to help us. A short time since a land agent, behind my back, 
arranged the sale of one of my client’s farms. His fee, paid without 
a murmur, was £152. I could only get £70 for all the complicated 
work | _ ul to do. 

The Law Society should put a stop to the underselling by the in- 
In these parts they tout 
practically to take what the c — chooses 
to offer. The profession is fearfully overcrowded, and some limit 
should be put to the number of men admitted annually, i in addition 
to the oieale ssion of women being strenuously opposed. If the Law 
Society will not take active steps at once to stamp out the 
“ poachers” I have referred to, and protect what little work is left to 


” 


Sir,—I entirely endorse all that 


us, is there no means by which they can be compelled to act or be 


ANOLHER COUNTRY SOLICITOR, 


; 


| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


cleared out. 
April 6. 


Sir,—-I observe with satisfaction that ‘‘ Enquirer” appreciates a 
classical allusion, and may I thank you for acknowledging your 
printer’s error. 

[ venture to answer “Enquirer's” reply, in order that I may explain 
that [ have never regarded as material to this discussion “ Enquirer's ’ 

“Subsistence” argument, upon which he asseverates he relies. _ If 
this argument be insisted upon, it would be logical to urge that 
our brane ‘h of the profession should be a close borough, so that the 
butterless ” members might subsist; no 


present “bread and 


| more should be allowed within their ranks until “the number has 
| been de »plete “cl by act of law or nature. 


If | may be allowed to invoke my friend “Enquirer ” (he has not 
honoured us with his identity), I say: Oh, Mr. Enquirer ! 
Consider this principle! If ours be an open profession, is it fair 
and/or reasonable that sex should be a bar to a competent person (w ho 
either desires or is bound to be self-dependent) exercising her or his 
ability as a solicitor if she or he be able and willing to do so ? 
EpWarpD A BELL. 


[We said the mistake was ours, not the printer's. —Ed. S./.] 





Lord Haldane and the Government Records. 
| V'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
a body of men 
None 
|} are more conscious of this than the other branch of the profession, 
| of which I am a member, for we know by experience how counsel 
“put us right” if at any time we are thought to be furthering 
professional ends by questionable methods. We welcome this 
correction, and our faith in the charater and habits of those trained 
under the influences of the bar is confirmed thereby. 

‘lo those who hold the unmeasured confidence in the senior branch 
of the profession, the interpolation of a vital word in the official 


Sir,—Lord Haldane is a me ymber of the bar, 


| report of Lord Haldane’s speech shige regard to the employment of 


troops in Ulster has come as a rude shock. With the political aspect 
Iam not concerned. It is with the bare act in its moral sense, from 
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the point of view of precedent and in the light of example, I am 
interested, and more especially because it is the act of a member of 
the bar. 

The reports of the House of Commons, as embodied in Hansard, 
more especially when reproducing ministerial statements, are in the 
nature of depositions upon which future national judgment will 
turn, and from which subsequent executive procedure will seek 
justification. It is important, therefore, that these reports should 
state faithfully the conclusions and commitments of the hour in 
order that the situations they touch may be seen in their right 
perspective, and alteration of the spoken word is permissible only 
with a view to securing more completely this object. Where Lord 
Haldane appears to offend is in bringing his speech, in process of 
revision and in a matter of supreme national consequence, into 
accordance with the exigencies—may be the party exigencies—of 
subsequent events, in consequence ot which his words no longer 
represent the conditions at the time they were made. 

[f testimony in private affairs lent itself to subsequent accomo 
dation in this way, where would our administration of justice be? 
In matters of appeal, and this is a safe analogy in the present case, 
what passes in the court of first instance stands and cannot be varied, 
and the judges of appeal base their conclusions on what was said 
at the time, not upon what the speaker said afterwards he ought to 
have said. If the desire for harmony in his statements were an 
excuse for subsequent amendment of them, many an a ypellant, 
whose testimony has erred or fallen short of the mark, ha be glad 
of this escape from their consequences. But the bench and bar, 
from their high sense of what is right, have decided otherwise, and 
it isa pity that those who have been used to adopt these principles 
in matters of private or small concern should not carry them into 
matters of public and great concern. 

April 6. A MEMBER oF THE LAW 

[See observations under “ Current Topics.’ It is surely not correct 
to speak of Lord Haidane as a member of the bar ; but this does not 
affect the substance of our correspondent’s letter.—Ed. S.J] 


SoclETY 





Junior Counsel and their Fees. 
(70 the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. 


Sir,—T wo points of some importance on the above matter deserve 
consideration, and I shall be obliged if you will aid in obtaining 
such consideration by publishing this letter in your columns. They 
are as follows : 

(1) It is matter of complaint that the recognised scale of marking 
the brief fee of a junior counsel gives him a tee disproportionate to 
the work which he does in court 

The answer to this complaint is that the fees which he is paid in 
respect of the interlocutory work leading up to trial are so inadequate 
that it is only by the briet fee that matters are equalised ; and, hence 
it 1s, that juniors suffer greatly by an action being fought up to 
trial, and then settled before the delivery of the brief. 

1am sure that the junior bar, as a whole, would heartily welcome 
any alteration or adjustment of fees by which the interlocutory work 
would be adequately remunerated, and the brief fee proportionately 
reduced, 

2) It is a common practice at present amongst solicitors of repute 
(though I am glad to say that there are noteworthy exceptions) to 
refrain from paying counsel's fees until they themselves have been 
paid, which (according to what is stated to counsel’s clerks) is often 
times years after the tees have been earned. 
2¢ This was not so when | was tirst called to the bar; and is a very 
unjust practice, because, 

(a) The solicitor is really using as part of the capital of his practice 
the outstanding fees so due to counsel 

(4) Counsel has no voice in saying whether he will work for this or 
that lay client, or of knowing what amount of credit any such client 
requires, 

(c) To solicitors (many of whom are men of means) it may be a 
matter of indifference whether their bills of costs are paid this year 
or next year, or five years hence, but to counsel (many of whom rely 
on their fees for their subsistence) it may be a matter of extreme 
importance to know when they may reasonably expect to be paid 
their fees. A JUNIOR OF OVER 25 YEARS’ STANDING. 

Lincoln’s-inn. 


At the Hertford Quarter Sessions on Monday there was only one 
member of the bar present—Mr. Eustace Fulton. Two of the three 
prisoners for trial pleaded guilty; but the third had previously ex 
pressed a wish for legal aid. A difficulty at once presented itself, 
as the only counsel present was conducting the case for the prosecution, 
and Mr. Alfred Baker, solicitor and Town Clerk of Hertford, was 
While he was preparing his case, 


requisitioned to conduct the defence. 
however, the jury threw out the bill. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re BENZON (Deceased). BOWER v. CHETWYND. 
18th and 28th March. 
Limitations, StaTUTE OF—ADMINISTRATION—BANKRUPTCY—EXERCISE BY 

UNDISCHARGED Bankrupt or GENERAL PoweR oF APPOINTMENT 

CLraim By CrepiToR IN Bankruptcy AGaINsT APPOINTED FunD— 

Limitation Act, 1623 (21 Jac. 1, c. 16)—Banxruptcy Act, 1883 (46 

& 47 Vict. c. 52), ss. 9, 44. ; 

The donte of a general testamentary power of appointment over a 
fund of £15,000 became bankrupt in 1889, and again in 1892. Some 
dividends were paid, but the debtor never obtained his discharge, and 
died in 1911, having exercised the power by his will. In an action for 
administration of his estate by a creditor in the first bankruptcy, 

Held, that the fund, though assets for the payment of debts, vested 
in the executors and not in the trustee in bankruptcy, and that the 
creditors who had proved in bankruptcy were barred by the Statute of 
Limitations from claiming payment from it. 

Decision of Warrington, J., affirmed on different grounds. 

Appeal from a decision of Warrington, J., on a creditor’s claim in an 
administration action. In 1889 E. H. S. Benzon, who was entitled for 
life under the will of his father to the income of a fund of £15,000, 
over which he had a general power of appointment by will, became 
bankrupt. The trustee under this bankruptcy was discharged in 1893, 
but a second receiving order was made in 1892. Some dividends were 
paid, amounting to about 5s. in the pound, but the bankrupt never 
obtained his discharge, and died on the 20th of July, 1911, having by 
his will exercised the power of appointment. A_ creditor's 
action was then brought to administer his estate, consisting almost 
wholly of this fund of £15,000, and the usual administration order was 
made. Upon claims being made by creditors who had proved in the 
first bankruptcy, Warrington, J., held, following his own decision in 
Re Guedalla, Lee v. Guedalla’s Trustee (1905, 2 Ch. 331), that the fund 
vested in Benzon’s executors and not in the official receiver as after 
acquired property, and that having regard to sections 9 and 44 of the 
sankruptcy Act, 1883, the bankruptcy creditors could have no claim 
against the fund in the hands of the executors, since it had never be 
longed to the bankrupt himself, and no bankruptcy creditor could take 
any legal proceedings in respect of it without the leave of the court, and 
upon such terms as the court should impose. A creditor appealed, 
and counsel on his behalf contended that Re Guedalla (supra) was 
wrongly decided. The respondents relied, in addition to the arguments 
used below, on the Statute of Limitations. Cur. adv. vult. 

The judgment of THe Court was delivered by 

CHANNELL, J., who said that it was admitted that the present case was 
governed by the second point decided in Re Guedalla (supra), and the 
appeal was in substance an appeal from that decision. But there arose 
on the facts a further point as to the effect of the Statute of Limitations, 
which did not arise in Re Guedalla. The respondent below did not 
rely on the point, as he had a clear decision in his favour, but that 
decision being challenged, it was material to raise the question of the 
statute. [His lordship, having stated the facts, proceeded.] Having 
regard to the view the court held on the point of the Statute of Limita 
tions, it was not necessary to decide the points arising on the construc 
tion of the Bankruptcy Act. As the debt was incurred by the bank 
rupt before 1890, it would prima facie have been barred long before 
his death in 1911. But it was contended on behalf of the appellant (1) 
that the exercise of the power of appointment, which made the fund 
available as assets, gave a new right of action, which was not barred, 
and (2) that the bankruptcy prevented the statute from running. The 
answer to the first point was that, though there was a new fund and a 
new form of proceeding to obtain payment from it, this was only a 
new remedy, and not a new cause of action. On the second point it 
was no doubt true that in the bankruptcy a debt did not become 
barred by lapse of time, if it was not so barred at the beginning- 
Ex parte Ross (2 Gl. & J. 330), but that was only in the bankruptcy. 
As there were usually no means of recovering a debt provable in bank 
ruptey other than under the machinery of the bankruptcy, there was no 
direct authority on the point whether bankruptcy kept alive the right 
to take other remedies, if there were any. The real difficulty in the 
way of the appellant was the well-established rule that once the statute 
began to run it continued to ren, whatever happened. The only case 
where the running of the statute had been said to have been suspended 
was Seagram v. Knight (L. R. 2 Ch. 628), a decision of Lord Chelms 
ford, C., but that depended upon special facts, and was clearly not an 
authority in the present case. Copley v. Dorkmincque (2 Lev. 166), 
where, after time had began to run, the courts were closed owing to the 
rebellion, and no action could be brought, was a very strong case, s0, 
too, was Rhodes v. Smethurst (4 M. & W. 42). The principle of the rule 
appeared to be that if any man had a cause of action which was ripe, 
so that he had an opportunity of bringing his action, and did not do 
so, he thereby took the risk of the happening of some unexpected 
event, which took away his opportunity of bringing the action within 
the remainder of the period. The rule might work hardship in par- 
ticular cases, but was now too well-established for any court to decline 
to follow it. There was some suggestion that the payment of dividends 
might take the case out of the statute, but no promise by the debtor 
could be inferred from any payment by the trustee. The statute 
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applied, and was fatal to the appellant’s case. The fund wag only 
assets for the payment of debts which were not barred. There were, 
in fact, other creditors whose debts were incurred after the bankruptcy, 
but more than six years before the death, whose claims had already 
been rejected. It would be curious if the effect of the bankruptcy were 
to make the older claim maintainable. The appeal would be dismissed 
with costs.—CounsgeL, 2. W. Hansell ; Cave, K.C., and Mellor. Sortct- 
rors, Stoker & Hansell; Johnson, Weatherall & Sturt. 
[Reported by H. Laneronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAST v. HUCKLESBY AND ANOTHER. No.1. 19th March. 


VENDOR AND PuRCHASER—CONTRACT—SALE or LAND—ContTRAcr Con- 
TAINED IN CORRESPONDENCE—MEMORANDUM IN WRITING—LETTER 
ENCLOSED IN ENVELOPE ADDRESSED TO A Party—StaTuTEe or FRAupS 
(29 Car. 2, c. 3), s. 4. 

Where it is proved or admitted that. a letter has been sent to and 
received by a party enclosed in an envelope addressed to that party, 
the letter and envelope together constitute one document or memoran- 
dum in writing sufficient to satisfy the Statute of Frauds. 

Decision of Neville, J., reversed. 

Pearce v. Gardner (1897, 1 Q. B. 688) applied. 

Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of Neville, J., dismissing an 
action for specific performance. The defendant Hucklesby was the 
owner of a field of two acres in area at Diss, let to a farmer named 
Aldred, and as he was selling other property the plaintiff wrote to 
him in August, 1912, inquiring at what price he would sell the field. 
He replied that he would sell for £45, with a free conveyance. The 
plaintiff replied that he would give £40 for it, conveyance to be free. 
Hucklesby made no immediate reply to this offer, but on the 9th of 
October wrote a letter as follows: ‘‘ Dear Sir,—Re land, Debenham- 
road. I have decided to sell you this land, as I have now sold the 
farm and the mill, and want to clear up the transaction. The deed js 
being prepared, and will be ready in a day or two. The valuation you 
will settle with Mr. Aldred.’”’ The letter was signed by Hucklesby, 
but the plaintiff’s name did not appear on it. It was admitted, how- 
ever, in the Court of Appeal, that it was sent to the plaintiff in an 
envelope with his name and address written outside. The envelope, 
however, had been lost. The plaintiff replied asking that the deed 
should be made out in his son’s name, and promising to send a cheque. 
Two days later one Woodward, as agent for the tenant Aidred, pur- 
ported to buy the field for £45 from Yorke, Hucklesby’s then solicitor. 
The plaintiff then brought this action, but Neville, J., held, following 
Boydell vy. Drummond (11 East. 42), that it failed on the ground that 
parol evidence could not be adduced to prove that the letter of the 9th 
of October had been enclosed in an envelope addressed to him, and 
that consequently there was no sufficient memorandum within the 
Statute of Frauds. The plaintiff appealed, and the court allowed the 
appeal. : 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the plaintiff was prepared to shew that 
the letter of the 9th of October had been contained in an envelope 
addressed to him, which had been lost. He was surprised to hear it 
contended that a letter, together with the envelope in which it had 
been sent, did not together constitute one document Pearce v. 
Gardner (1897, 1 Q. B. 688) was a clear authority that it was so. It 
was exactly the same as if the name had been written at the foot of 
the letter. It was admitted that the entire transaction was contained 
in a few letters. [His lordship read the correspondence, and proceeded. } 
In his opinion there was an ample memorandum of a contract so as to 
bind Hucklesby to convey to Last. It was impossible to read the letter 
of the 9th of October without seeing that it was obviously an accept- 
ance of a prior offer. The reference to the preparation of the deed 
shewed that the vendor had in his mind his obligation to give a free 
conveyance. The appeal therefore would be allowed. The defendant 

dred, who had purchased with notice, could not be in any better 
position than the defendant Hucklesby. 

Bucxiey, L.J., and CHANNELL, J., who referred to Long v. Millar 
(4 C. P. D. 450), and thought that there was sufficient in the letter of 
the 10th of October to shew a reference to the previous offer, delivered 
judgment to the same effect.—Counset, J. G. Wood; J. Rolt and 
Cyril Hartree. Soxicrtors, Elvy Robb & Welch, for Turner, T'urner, 
& Martin, Ipswich; Aldridge, Thorn, d&: Co., for Gudgeons, Peecock, &: 
Prentice, Stowmarket ; Morris & Bristow, for H. Warnes, Eye. 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Berrister-at-Law.] 


NORTH RIDING OF YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL ». 
MIDDLESBROUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL. No. 2. 10th and 11th March. 


BoROUGH BECOMING A QUARTER SESSIONS BOROUGH—ADJUSTMENT OF 
FINANCIAL RELATIONS—REDEMPTION OF CONTRIBUTIONS THERETOFORE 
Parp To tHE County—Basis or REDEMPTION—LocaL GOVERNMENT ACT, 
1888, ss. 33 (3 B), 62 (2). ; 
A county borough, which was not a quarter sessions borough, had been 

ordered to pay to the county the annual sum of £337 68. 11d. in respect 

of its share of the costs incurred by the county of and incidental to 
quarter sessions, petty sessions, and coroners, which costs, in fact, ex- 
ceeded the sum it was ordered to pay. Ona grant of quarter sessions 
being made to the borough, an arbitration was held to determine the 
amount for which the annual payment should be redeemed. The 
borough council tendered evidence that the expenses actually incurred 
by the county exceeded the annual sum. The arbitrator left two ques- 
tions for the opinion of the court—(1) Whether this evidence ought to 
have been (as it was) received and considered by him; (2) if not, 





whether the said annual sum ought to be redeemed at its present value 
as a perpetual annuity, or on what other basis or principle the terms of 
redenvption ought to be settled; and he said that if the evidence had 
rightly been admitted by him, then he found that the annual payment 
should be redeemed for a nominal sum of 20s.; if he ought to aes ex- 
cluded it, then the capital redemption should be £10,379 17s. 5d. 

Held, that the arbitrator was functus officio, and that the court had 
only jurisdiction to say whether the arbitrator was right or wrong in ad- 
mitting the evidence; on that being decided the award was complete, 
and the amount found on that basis could not be interfered with. 
Further, that the arbitrator was right in admitting the evidence. 

Decision of Bailhache, J., reported (1913, 1 KX. B. 93, 11 LD. G. R. 
125, 82 L. J. K. B. 308) varied. 

Appeal by the borough council against a decision of Bailhache, J., 
upon a special case stated by an arbitrator. Under the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1888, Middlesbrough had become a county borough, and a 
financial adjustment became necessary, and the commissioners under 
the Act made an order requiring the new county borough to pay 
£25,000 to the North Riding County Council. Apart from the adjust- 
ment of exchequer contributions, there had to be dealt with the ex- 
penses incurred in regard to quarter sessions, coroners and assizes, and 
so on, services which the North Riding County Council continued to 
discharge for the county borough. The commissioners fixed £381 as 
the amount to be paid annually by the borough to the county council 
for these services. In 1910, Middlesbrough obtained a grant of quarter 
sessions and a question arose as to the redemption of their liability to 
the county council, provision for which was made by section 33, sub- 
section 3 (b) of the Act of 1888. The annual contribution from the 
borough in respect of quarter sessions was at that time fixed at 
£337 6s. 11d., and by way of redemption the county council claimed 
that, although the services were no longer to be rendered, the annual 
payment should be capitalized in a way that would bring them in a 
perpetual annuity of exactly the same amount. The borough council 
contended that as the payment of £337 6s. 11d. a year did not cover 
the costs of the quarter sessions’ services, the county council was gainers 
by the change, and therefore the fair terms of redemption amounted to 
a merely nominal sum for cessation of service. The arbitrator found that 
in one view of the facts the payment should be the nominal sum of 20s., 
and in another view £10,379 17s. 5d. Hestated aspecial case. Bailhache, 
J., directed that the award should go back to the arbitrator. He ex- 
pressed the opinion that there cught to be redemption on payment of 
a substantial sum, but nothing like such a sum as would bring in a 
perpetnal annuity of £337 6s. 11d.; and that arriving at that sum, the 
arbitrator ought to take into consideration all the facts of the case 
giving less in a case where Yorkshire gained by ceasing to render the 
services, but at the same time not on that account reducing the pay- 
ment to a merely nominal sum. He also directed that each party be at 
liberty to call evidence upon the further hearing before the arbitrator. 
The borough council submitted that the case could not be remitted 
The question for the court was whether the evidence objected to should 
or should not be admitted. The arbitrator was functus officio. He 
had found as a fact that a nominal sum was the right amount if he 
was justified in admitting certain evidence, shewing that the services 
rendered cost the county council more than they got from the borough 
council. If the court held that he was not right in admitting this 
evidence. then the sum to be awarded on the other view of the facts, he 
had also found. There was nothing left to go back to the arbitrator 
upon. : = , 

Lord Sumner, in giving judgment, said he was of opinion that Bail- 
hache, J., was in error in sypposing that he had power to remit the 
award to the arbitrator, in view of the way that the award had been 
stated for the opinion of the court. In arriving at the annual con- 
tribution of £381, the cost of the services for the entire county had 
been taken and then apportioned according to the rateable value of 
Middlesbrough and the rateable value of North Riding as a whole. 
After the grant of quarter sessions, there was a re-calculation by which 
the sum of £337 16s. 7d. was arrived at. No evidence was tendered 
by the North Riding County Council as to the actual cost of the ser- 
vices rendered, but the borough council tendered evidence which was 
sufficient to satisfy the arbitrator that £337 was not nearly enough to 
pay for the services as rendered in the past, and that there was a sub- 
stantial loss upon those services. The arbitrator thought he was justi- 
fied in admitting that evidence, and, therefore, having no evidence 
before him from the other side, which might have shewn that there 
were certain capital charges, he came to the conclusion that the way 
to redeem a contribution which still left the respondents a loss, was 
to redeem it at a nominal sum, the cessation of the services in those 
circumstances being, as he thought, a sufficient redemption in itself, 
plus a nominal sum for the cessation of the contributions. Whether 
that conclusion was right or wrong in fact, was no matter or concern 
of the court. Redemption was not defined in the Act, but it seemed 
to his lordship that it was not used in a way which would exclude the 
consideration of evidence to shew what the benefit to the North Riding 
would be by no longer having to render services which were a burden 
upon the county council. The order appealed from must.be waried by 
discharging so much of it as directed the matter to go back to the 
arbitrator. z 

Kennepy, L.J., and Lawrence, J., concurred. Appeal allowed with 
costs there and below.—Counset, for the appellants : Forbes Lankester, 
K.C., and Jeeves; for the respondents, Sankey, K.C., and Mortimer. 
Sotzcrrors, Soutter & Fox, for Preston Kitchen, Town Clerk, Middles- 
brough ; Lowe & Co., for W. C. Trevor, Gainsborough. 

[Reported by Mrsxive Rerp. Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BENJAMIN COPE & SONS (LIM.). MARSHALL v. BENJAMIN 
COPE & SONS (LIM.). Sargant, J. 9th March 
Company—Depsentures—FLoATING CHARGE CREATED—RESERVATION OF 

Power to Company to ‘‘ MortGace”’ on DEAL witH 1Tts PRoPERTY— 

Sussequent Fioatinc Caarce CRreateD—PRIORITIES. 

A floating charge cannot be displaced by the creation of a subsequent 
floating charge in the absence of words in the first charge authorizing 
such a displacement. 


This was an application to vary the master’s certificate finding that 
two series of debentures ranked pari pasau. In 1894 the company 
created an issue of debentures of £2.000. Clause 5 of each debenture 
charged with payment of £100 and interest ‘‘its undertaking and all 
its property, both present and future (subject to any mortgages now 
affecting or which may hereinafter affect the same, or any part 
thereof). Clause 6 stated that the debenture was one of a series of 
twenty for £100 each, and that ‘‘all such debentures shall rank pari 
passu without regard to the date of issue thereof.’’ Clause 7 stated 
‘notwithstanding the charge hereby created, the company may, in 
the course of its business and for the purpose of carrying on the same, 
deal with its property as it may think fit, and in particular may mort 
gage and sell the same or any part thereof.’’ In 1904 another 
of debentures were created by the company in the same form as the 
first series, except that each was headed ‘second issue of debentures 
for £2,000,’ and that clause 6 stated that all debentures of this and 
the first ser'es ‘‘shall rank pari passu without regard to the date 
thereof.’’ The master certified that the debentures of both series all 
ranked pari nassu. This was a motion to vary that certificate. 

SarGant, J.. after stating the facts and quoting from several authori- 
ties. said : It has been decided that a company, although it has given 
a floating security on its property, may remove property from the 
security by giving specific mortgages upon it: see Pe Florence Land 
and Public Works Co. (1878, 10 Ch. D. 530) This doctrine also 
extends to the case of an equitable mortgage by deposit of deeds. 
together with an agreement giving a charge on the property comprised 
in such deeds: see Wheatley v. Silkstone and Haigh Moor Coal Co. 
(1885, 29 Ch. D. 715) However, none of the reported 
so far as to say that a floating charge can be displaced by a subsequent 
floating charge in the absence of words in the first charge authorizing 
such a displacement. I am not sure that the words in the first charge 
in this case were not more strongly in favour of the first debenture 
holders than the common forms of words of floating charges in ordinarv 
The word ‘‘ mortgage’’ was used in clauses 5 and 7 of the first 
debentures apparently in contradistinction to the word “ charge,”’ and 
I do not think that the second debentures giving only a floating charge 
fairly come within clause 7. Moreover. the earlier batch of debentures 
are headed “‘ Issue of Debentures of £2.000.’’ There is a limit fixed. an1 
this fact is destructive of the suggestion that any future debentures 
giving only a floating charge can be put before or made to rank pe 
possu with the debentures of the first series. T accordingly hold that 
this ‘‘ Issue of Debentures for £2.000”’ ranks in priority to the second 
ser es. —Counset, C. FB. EF. Jenkins. K.C., and J. 8S. Green: C. RF. 
Rovill. Sorrcrrors. Smiles & Co., for Enoch Evans & Son, Walsall: 
Gibson & Weldon, for J. H. Baxter, Willenhall 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


series 


cases go 


nse 


WY8N v. CORPORATION OF CONWAY 
llth and 20th March. 

Tl ewant—Lease—Covenant To Renew 

—PrrrpretvuaL RENEwAL—PRESUMPTION. 


Joy ce, I. 


LANDLORD AND CONSTRUCTION 


By a lease W ade in 1824 the de fendants de mised certain pre mises fo 
the plaintiff s predece sore for aterm of from the 
291th of Se pte mber, 1824. at a rent of 8s per annum, the lease contain- 
whereby the lessees agreed that at the expiration of 
the firat eleven years of the term there by granted, upon surre nder of 
the lease, ond payment of a fine by the leases the y would, at the cost 
of the lesa €, grant to the le ee a new lease of the premises for aterm 
of twenty-one years, to commence from the « rpiration of the 
eleven years, at and under the like rent and cove 
contained, and so often as 
would arant to the lessee 


twe nty one years 


ing a@ covenant 


nants, as were therein 
every eleven years should expire the lessors 
euch new lease upon surrender of the old 
‘ nd payment ofa fine The lease war st rrendered and renewed fr ym 
fime to time On the 28th of S ptember, 1912, the plaintiff offered to 
urrender the lease. hut the de fendants declined to 

Held, that, notwithstanding any presumption there 
a right of perpetual rene wal, the court must construe the 


grant a new lease 

might be against 
words with a 
fair and proper meaning, and that upon the true construction the effect 
of the covenant was to confer upon the lessee a perpetual right of 


renewal eve ry successive eleven years. 


The defendant corporation granted to the plaintiff's predecessors a 
lease of certain premises for a term of twenty-one years from the 29th 
of September, 1824. at an annual rental of 8s. By the lease the 
lessors covenanted with the lessee ‘ that they. the lessors, will, at the 
expiration of the first eleven years of the term hereby granted, in case 
the shall surrender or resign these presents and the term of 
twenty-one years herebv granted to the lessors, and upon such sur 
render as aforesaid, and paying to the lessors at the expiration of 
eleven years aforesaid, or upon the 29th of September next after the 
determination of the said eleven years, the sum of £7 10s. for a fine 


lessee 





said | 


for the said premises, that the lessors shall and will, at the proper 
costs and charges of the lessee, grant unto the lessee a new lease of 
the premises hereby demised with the appurtenances for the term 
of twenty-one years, to commence from the expiration of the said 
eleven years at, with, and under the like rents, covenants, and agree 
ments as are in these presents mentioned, expressed, or contained, and 
60 often as every eleven years of the said term shall expire the lessors 
will grant and unto the such new lease of the said 


demise lessee 


| premises upon surrender of the old lease as aforesaid, and paying such 


fine of £7 10s. on the day or time hereinbefore limited or appointed.’’ 
The lease was surrendered and renewed from time to time in the same 
form in accordance with the covenant. On the 5th of August, 1901, the 
lease was surrendered and renewed for a term of twenty-one years as 
from the 29th of September, 1901. containing the covenant in the same 
terms as set out above. On the 28th of Sentember, 1912, the plaintiff 
offered to surrender the lease, but the defendant corporation declined to 
grant a renewal. The plaintiff therefore instituted this action, claiming 
specific performance of the covenant to grant a renewal of the lease 
for a further term of twenty-one years as from the 29th of September, 
4i2, with a covenant for further renewal as provided in the covenant 
The plaintiff contended that, upon the true construction of the covenant. 
he was entitled to perpetual renewal of the lease upon surrender of 
the old. and payment of the fine. On behalf of the defendants it was 
contended that there was a presumption against perpetual renewal, and 
that the words here were too vague to be construed in that sense; if 
the plaintiff was entitled to a new lease he was not entitled to the 
insertion therein of any covenant for renewal. or at the most he was 
entitled to a covenant providing for one further renewal only. Swwin 
burne v. Milburn (9 App. Cas. 844). Baynham v. Guy’s Hospital (3 Ves. 
295), Hare v. Buraes (4 K. & J. 45). Atkinson v. Pilsworth (1 Vern. 
& Se. 157), and Halsbury’s Laws of England, vol. 18, p. 463, were 
referred to. 

Joyce, J., in the course of a considered judgment, after reading the 
covenant as far as the words. ‘‘ expressed or contained.”’ said : Pausing 
there, it must be admitted that, so far the covenant, having regard to 
the authorities, would not have the effect of conferring a_ perpetual 
right of renewal, though if what T have read were followed by “in 
cluding this covenant.”’ or words indicating that the right of renewal 
was to be perpetual, it would have been different. In Hare v. Burges 
(supra) Page Wood, V.C., expressed his opinion as to the principle 
upon which such covenants should be construed. He said that the 
trne rule of construction was that referred to by Turner, V.C.. in 
Rochford v. Hackman (9 Hare, 483), where he said that some effect 
must, if possible, be given to all the words of an instrument. and if no 
effect can be given to certain words except they be construed in a par 
ticular manner, then whatever mere presumption may stand in the way. 
the court will construe them in that- way. It could not do violence to 
the words of the instrument in order to carry into effect a mere pre 
sumption. The court could not force the construction, but must give 
effect to what anneared to be the lessor’s intention. Tord Selhorne, in 
Swinburne v. Milburn (supra) said that he did not adopt the language 
of some authorities, to the effect that there was a legal presumption 
a right of perpetual renewal. [His lordship then read the rest 
of the covenant as set ont ahove.] I take the fair and proper meaning 
of the words used, having due regard to the context, to be that so 
often as every first eleven years of the term of twenty-one years (that 
is. the term of twenty-one years last granted) shall expire, the lessors 
will grant a similar new lease upon surrender of the old. and so on 
toties quoties. If the words do not bear that meaning, I cannot see 
what rational meaning they can hear. The defendants struggle to 
escape this construction by saying that the words ‘so often as, &c..” 
onerate on one single occasion onlv: that is, at the exniration of the 
first eleven vears from the date of the first renewal. I am sure that 
was not the intention of the parties, nor the proper construction of the 
words used: that intention could have been more plainly expressed in 


against 


other words. TI think T shall be following Hare v. Ruraes. and not 
acting at variance with the opinion of Lord Selborne in Swinhurne v 
Vilhurn. if T hold that the effect of this covenant is to confer unon 


the lessee the richt of pernetual renewal.—Counsen. for the plaintiff, 

Macmorran, K.C.. and J. Tanner: for the defendants, Hughes, K.C., 

and J. M. Gover Sontcrrors, Dunkerton & Sons, for Picton. Jones, 

& Roherts, Pwllheli: Jacques & Co., for W. Thornton Jones, Bangor 
[Reported by R. C. Carrineton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SANDWELL PARK COLLIFRY CO. (LIM.) 
17th Feb. 
Company—Scurmr or ARRANGEMFNT—RECONSTRUCTION—SALE FOR 

Srvares is tHe New Company—Drssrxtrent MEMBERS—JURISDIC 

T1IoxX—Compantes (Consottpation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 120 

AND 192. 

Where provision is made in a scheme of arranaement for dissentient 
members, and the company or the liquidator undertake to pay all th 
non-assenting creditors in full before parting with the assets of the 
company, a sale of the entire assets of the ccomnany for shares in a 
new comnany ig not he vond the scope of section 120 of the Companié z 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908 (8 Bd. 7. ¢. 69), and will be sanctioned. 

Re General Motor Cab Co. (1913, 1 Ch. 377), distinguished and 
explained. 

This was an unopposed petition to sanction a scheme of arrangement 
under section 120 of the Comnanies (Consolidation) Act. 1908 (8 Fd. 7, 
c. 69). The scheme embraced a reconstruction by winding up and sale 
of all the assets to a ne. company in consideration of allotments of 


Astbury, J. 
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shares in that new company. All the formalities of the Act were com- 
plied with, and the rights of dissentient members were preserved by 
the following clauses :—*‘ 11. If any holder of shares in the existing 
company who has not voted in favour of this scheme shall, within seven 
days atter this scheme shall have been submitted to a meeting of the 
class of shareholders to which he belongs, express his dissent herefrom 
by a notice in writing addressed to the existing company, and sent to 
or left at its registered office, such member shall be entitled to require 
the existing company either to abstain from carrying this scheme into 
effect, or to purchase or procure the purchase of his interest at a price 
to be determined by agreement or by arbitration, in pursuance of the 
Arbitration Act, 1889, and this scheme shall not be carried into effect 
unless provision is accordingly made for the purchase of the interesis 
f such dissentient shareholders.’’ ‘‘ 12. Those shares in the new com- 
pany which, but for tieir dissent, would have been claimable by those 
members of the existing company who dissent from this scheme in 
manner aforesaid, shall be sold by the liquidator on such terms as he 
shall think fit, and the net proceeds of such sale shall be applied in 
or towards payment of the amounts payable to such members for the 
purchase of their interests, and in so far as such _ proceeds 
shall be deficient the new company shall make up the deficiency.” 
Although there had been no meeting of creditors, the principal 
creditors had approved the scheme, and the company undertook to pay 
all the dissenting creditors in full before parting with the 
Counsel in support of the petition called the attention of the court to 
the case of Re General Motor Cab Co. (1913, 1 Ch. 377), because 
the judgments in that case seemed to suggest that a sale of the entire 
assets of a company for shares in a new company is beyond the scope 
of section 120, and must be effected under section 192 of the Com- 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 69). 

Astbury, J., after stating the facts, said : I feel very considerable 
difficulty in this matter, having regard to the state of the authorities, 
but I do not think I can distinguish the present case from the cases of 
Re Canning Jarrah Timber Co. (Western Australia) (1900, 1 Ch. 
708), Re Tea Corporation, Sorshie v. The Tea Corporation (1904, 1 Ch. 
12), and Re Standard Exploration Co. (not reported), which last case 
s referred to in the eleventh edition of Palmer’s Company Pre- 
edents, volume 2, at page 993. The judgments of the Court of 
Appeal in the General Motor Cab Co.’s case (1913, 1 Ch. 377) 
must, in my judgment, be read only with reference to the particular 
scheme which compelled shareholders to take shares in the new com- 
pany without giving them the rights of dissentients. It is noticeable 
that the case of Re Tea Corporation was ngt cited in the General 
Motor Cab Co.’s case. I shall accordingly sanction the scheme, 
on the company undertaking not to part with the assets until the 
reditors have either been paid in full, or assented to the scheme and 
accepted the new company as their debtor.—Counset, Gore-Browne, 
K.C., and D. G. Hemmant. Soricirors, Timbrell & Deighton, for 
Shakespeare & Vernon, Birmingham. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.) 


OSRAM LAMP WORKS (LIM.) v. GABRIEL LAMP CO, Eve, J. 
27th Feb. 


PRACTICE—D1scOVERY—INTERROGATORIES—F ACTS NOT NECESSARY TO 
PROVE BUT SUPPORTING PLAINTIFFS’ CASE. 





assets. 


_Interrogatories are allowed when they are directed to obtain admis- 

sions of facts which the party interrogating must prove in order to 
establish his case, but not when the admissions sought relate to facts 
which it is not incumbent on the interrogating party to prove, but 
which, if proved, may assist him in proving those facts on the proof of 
which his right to relief depends. 

Kennedy v. Dodson (1895, 1 Ch. 334) and Nash v. 
Ch. 76) applied and followed. 

This was a summons for further and better answers to interrogatories. 
The action was for infringement of a patent, and the ground of the 
application was that, it being well-nigh, if not quite, impracticable to 
ascertain by examination or analysis the process employed in the manu 
facture of the alleged infringing articles, and the defendants them- 
selves being ignorant of the process, the plaintiffs ought to be allowed 
to obtain from the defendants such particulars of the source or sources 
from which the infringing articles were obtained as would enable them 
to identify and establish the process of manufacture actually employed 
in the production of the infringing articles. 

Eve, J.—The question I have to decide is whether the information 
sought by the plaintiffs is the proper subject matter of an interrogatory. 
I do not think it is. No doubt an answer to the question would be of 
material assistance to the plaintiffs in preparing their case for trial, 
and the information, if obtained at this stage, would probably save them 
much labour and some expense, but is the attainment of these objects 
legitimately brought about by means of interrogatories? In some cir- 
cumstances it is, but in others it is not. It is legitimate to save labour 
and expense by means of interrogatories directed to obtain admissions 
of facts which the party interrogating must prove in order to establish 
his case. But it is not legitimate when the admissions sought relate 
to facts which it is not incumbent on the interrogating party to prove, 
but which if proved may assist him in proving those facts on the proof 
of which his right to relief depends. I think those are the principles 
laid down by the Court of Appeal in Kennedy v. Dodson (1895, 1 Ch. 
534), and adopted by the same court in Vash v. Layton (1911, 2 Ch. 76), 


Layton (1911, 2 


#@nd applying them here I must dismiss this summons, the costs of which 








will be the defendants’ in any event.—Covunset, Gray; K. Swan. Sout- 
cirors, Bristows, Cooke, & Carpmael; Jonathan Harris. 


{Reported by S. E. W11114ms, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HEARTS OF OAK LIFE AND GENERAL ASSURANCE CO. 
Eve, J. 5th March. 
ASSURANCE COMPANY—TRANSFER FROM ONE ComPpANY TO ANOTHER— 
DISPENSING WITH Notice TO PoLicy-HOLDERS—ASSURANCE CoMm- 
PANIES Act, 1909 (9 Ep. 7, c. 49), s. 13. 


On an emalgamation or transfer under the Assurance Companies Act, 
1909, s. 13, the court will, where the policies are very numerous 
ind of small value, dispense with the statutory notice to small policy- 


will only he done where other steps are taken to iujorm 
of the proposed arrangement, and to give them an 
ling to the same. 


« 

holders, but this 
the policy-holders 
opportunity 7 | objec 

This was a petition asking for the sanction of the court to a pyro- 
posed transfer of business from one assurance company to anothtr 
under the Assurance Companies Act, 1909, s. 13. That section 
provides that, before the application is made, a statement of the nature 
of the transfer, together with an abstract of the facts and copies of 
reports, must be sent to each policy-holder of each company, unless 
the court otherwise directs. In the present case there was a very 
large number of industrial policies of small value, and the court was 
now asked to dispense with the statutory notice on all holders of 
policies under the value of £50. 

Eve, J.—This is an application under the Assurance Companies Act, 
1909, for the sanction of the court to a proposed transfer from one 
assurance company to another, and is made under section 13, which 
provides that, before such application is made, a statement of the nature 
together with an abstract of the facts and copies of 
reports, must be sent to each policy-holder of each company, unless 
the court otherwise directs. As a general rule, industrial policies are 
for very small amounts, and it is said that if section 13 is to be strictly 
complied with in the present case, it would mean sending out notices 
to thousands of persons in a humble position of life, and would cause 
unreasonable expense to both companies. Under these circumstances, 
the court is asked to dispense with notice to all holders of policies 
under the value of £50, which would have the effect of dispensing 
with notice on all industrial policy-holders. I think I ought to dis- 
pense with notice on all the small policy-holders Of the transferee 
company, as the transfer will not materially affect them, and their 
number is so great that notice to them would cause unreasonable ex- 
pense. I therefore dispense with such notice. But I feel more diffi- 
culty in taking the same course with regard to the policy-holders of 
the transferor company. I see nothing that would lead me to suppose 
that they will be less secured after the transfer than before. But 
many of them are not aware of the nature of the contract into which 
they are entering, and therefore they require every protection. On 
the other hand, what would these notices convey to the minds of the 
small policy-holders? They could not form a proper opinion upon them, 
nor are they in a position to take steps to be heard on the matter. 
I must therefore set off one consideration against the other, and, 
having regard to the fact that the costs would be heavy and would 
ultimately fall on the assured. I think I ought to dispense with the 
notices as in the transferee company, but the court will only do so 
if other steps are taken by means of advertisements to inform the 
policy-holders of the proposed transfer, and to give them an oppor- 
tunity of coming forward and stating their reasons why the transfer 
should not be made.—CounseL, Whinney and Collinson. Soxicirors, 
Carruthers & Collinson, Liverpool. 

[Reported by 8. E. Witrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PLAYER v. CROMPTON & CO, (LIM.). 

20th ard 23rd Feb. 
Secvuriry—WinpiInc Up—Conpr- 
OF « DEBENTURE-HOLDERS—APPOINT- 





of the transfer, 


Re CROMPTON & CO. (LIM). 
Vasrington, J. 
ComMPpANY—DEBENTURES—FLOATING 

TIONS ON DEBENTURES—RIGHTS 

MENT OF RECEIVER. 

A limited company issued debentures to secure moneys which became 
payable at a certain date or sooner on the winding up of the company, 
provided the winding up was not for the purpose of reorganisation, 
reconstruction, or amalgamation. The company being wound up for 
purposes of reconstruction, it was held that, notwithstanding the con- 
ditions attaching to the debentures, the debenture holders were entitled 


to the appointment of a receiver. 

The plaintiff in this action moved the court for the appointment of a 
receiver and manager of the property and business of Crompton & Co. 
(Limited), in liquidation. In 1895 Crompton & Co. issued a series 
of debentures of £100 each to secure the principal sum of £100,000. 
The debentures provided that the company would, on the Ist of 
January, 1920, or on such earlier day as the principal moneys thereby 
secured should become payable, in accordance with the conditions en- 
dorsed thereon, pay to the registered holder the sum of £100, with 
interest thereon as therein mentioned. The conditions provided that 
the principal moneys thereby secured should become immediately pay- 
able if an order was made or an effective resolution was passed for 
winding up the company otherwise than for the purposes of reorganisa- 
tion, reconstruction, or amalgamation. The debentures were secured 
upon the assets of the company, by way of floating se urity, by « 
trust deed which contained a similar provision. In June, 1913, tho 
company passed a resolution for the winding up of the compa 


for the purposes of reconstruction, and subsequently the assets of 
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the mortgagor company were transferred to a new company, incor- 
porated with the same name for the purpose of taking over the assets 
of the old company. The new company, since it took over the assets 
of the old company, had executed a supplemental deed whereby they 
had given to the debenture-holders of the old company by way of 
security a specific charge on assets not included in the original trust 
deed, and had also executed a new floating charge on the assets of the 
new company. That arrangement had been accepted by the bulk 
of the debenture holders of the old company. There was, however, 
a@ minority, of whom the plaintiffs were some, who contended that 
they were not bound by the arrangement. The plaintiffs brought the 
resent action on behalf of themselves and all other holders of de- 
| eoreandlly in the old company against the old company, the trustee of 
the original trust deed, and the new company, tu have the trusts of 
the deed carried out under the order of the court. It was contended 
that the rights of the plaintiffs were purely contractual, and that 
since the old company had been wound up for the purpose of recon- 
struction they were entitled to no relief under the contract. 

Warrincron, J., said that the right to the appointment of a re- 
ceiver was one of the ordinary rights of a mortgagee, and more par- 
ticularly of an equitable mortgagee who had no means of taking 
possession and whose security was realisable. In his opinion, the 
plaintiffs were entitled to have a receiver appointed, notwithstanding 
the provisions in the debentures and trust deed, since the mortgagor 
company was in liquidation and had handed over its undertaking to 
another company. But inasmuch as the new company was prospering 
and immediately to put a stranger in possession of the assets might 
do some damage to it, he thought he might quite properly, whilst 
making an immediate appointment, direct that the receiver should 
not give security or take possession of the assets until the expiration 
of a certain time.—Counset, Clanson, K.C., and Carr; Younger, K.C. 
and Gore-Brown, K.C., and Wright; Hogg. SoLiciTors, Kennedy, 
Ponsonby, Ryde, & Co.; Deacon, Gibson, & Coa Thorowqood, Tabor, 
& Hardcastle. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Tnzcantuzy. Barrieter-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
WEST RIDING RIVERS BOARD v. LINDTHWAITE URBAN DISTRICT 


COUNCIL. Div. Court. 30th Jan. 
RIvVERS—PREVENTION OF POLLUTION—MANUFACTURING AND MINING 
PoLLUTION—PERsONS AGAINST WHOM ProcreepINcs CAN BE TAKEN— 


1876 (39 & 40 Vict. c. 75), s 


Riveks PoLiuTIon PREVENTION Act, s 
1893 (56 & 57 


3, 4, 5, 6 anp 20—Rivers PoLLutTiIon PREVENTION ACT, 
Vict. c. $l), s. 1. 


The only persons against whom proceedings can be taken under 
section 4 of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, for causing to 
fall or flow, or knowingly permitting to fall or flow, or to be carried 


into any stream any polluting liquid proceeding from any factory or 
manufacturing process, are the persons whose factory or manufacturing 


process ts producing the liquid. 

Appeal from the county court of Huddersfield. The county court 
judge made an order declaring that the appellants, the Lindthwaite 
Urban District Council, had committted an offence under section 4 
of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, by permitting to be 
carried into a stream polluting liquid proceeding from a factory or 
manufacturing process. The appellants appealed on the ground 


(inter alia) that section 4 had no application to a sanitary authority, 
who could be convicted under section 3 of the Act. It appeared from 
the evidence that a drain carrying polluting liquid from a number of 
factories ran into a stream. The contention of the Rivers Board was 
— this My a sewer vested in the Urban District Council. By section 
4 of the Ac ‘Every person who causes to fall or flow, or knowing ly 
permits to f ill or flow, or to be carried into any stream any poisonous, 
noxious, or polluting liquid proceeding from any factory or manu- 
facturing process, shall (subject as in this Act mentioned) be deemed to 
have committted an offence against this Act. Section 6 imposes 
restrictions on the taking of proceedings under part 3 of the Act, which 
includes section 4. They can only be taken by a sanitary authority, 
and they require the consent of the Local Government Board. By 
section 1 of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1893 :—‘ Where any 
sewage matter falls or flows or is carried into any stream after passing 
through or along a channel which is vested in a sanitary authority, the 
sanitary authority shall, for the purposes of section 3 of the Rivers 
Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, be deemed knowingly to permit the 
sewage matter so to fall, flow, or be carried.”’ By section 14 of the 
Local Government Act, 1888, power given to county councils to 
enforce the provisions of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, and 
for that ro stat they were to have the same powers and duties as if 
they were a sanitary authority. By sub-section 3 of that section :— 
The Local Government Board, by provisional order made on the 
application of the council of any of the counties concerned, may con- 
stitute a joint committee or other body representing all the administra- 
tive counties through or by whieh a river... passes ...”’ By 
clause 11 of the No. 10 Local Government Board Provisional Confirma- 
tion Order, 1891, the West Riding Rivers Board was constituted. 
cote, J, having delivered judgment in favour of the appellants’ 


was 








said that the distinction between sections 3 and 4 of 
the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, had been dealt with in 
the course of the argument. No one contended that proceedings could 
not be taken against a sanitary authority under section 3 of that Act 
for the pollution of a stream with sewage matter. The point taken by 
the peel ware here was that proceedings could not be taken against 
such an authority under section 4 of the Act for manufacturing 01 
mining pollution, because it was said that the language used in certain 
sections of that Act excluded the possibility of Part 3 of the Act, 
which included section 4, applying to a local sanitary authority. If 
one looked at the terms of section 4, one saw that prima facie the 
‘* persons’? who were to be responsible were the persons who either 
owned or had control of a factory or manufacturing process. There 
might be persons within these w ords other than the owners, because the 
liquid in the course of passing from the manufactory to the stream 
might be under the control or direction of persons other than the 
owners of the factory or manufacturing process. These words were ver) 
similar to those used in section 3, and each section dealt with the 
offences to which it related in this way by beginning with she 
words :—‘‘ Every person who causes to fall or flow, or knowingly per- 
mits to fall or flow, _or to be carried into any stream.’’ By section 20 
of the Act ‘‘ person’’ included any body of persons, whether corporate 
or incorporate. It was plain t that there was nothing more in the 
language of section 4 to restrict the kind of person against whom pro- 
ceedings should be taken than there was in section 3. But when they 
looked at the words of section 6, it was clear that this section dealt 
with restrictions on proceedings under Part 3 of the Act which began 
with section 4. [His lordship read section 6 of the Act.] It was 
plain that sections 4 and 6 of the Act must be read together, and that 
section 6 was importing a restriction on proceedings which could be 
taken under section 4. Looking at section 6, it became clear that two 
classes of persons were dealt with: the persons by whom proceedings 
were to be taken and the persons against whom proceedings were to 
be taken. It was plain that these could not be the same identical 
people. That was not, perhaps, conclusive of the matter, because it 
might be that one sanitary authority might be permitting manufactur- 
ing pollution to flow into a stream in the district of another sanitary 
authority. But when one looked further into the section to ascertain 
who were the persons against whom proceedings might be taken, it 
seemed to him to be clear from the language used that the person 
against whom proceedings might be taken were the persons whose 
factory or manufacturing process was producing the poisonous, noxious, 
or polluting liquid. By the third paragraph of the section the Local 
Government Board were not to give their consent to proceedings by the 
sanitary authority of any district which was the seat of any manufac 
turing industry unless they were satisfied, after due enquiry, that 
means for rendering harmless the poisonous, noxious, or polluting 
liquids from the processes of such .manufactures were reasonably 
practicable under all the circumstances of:the case. That must refer 
to action in rendering the liquid harmless by the persons who were 
creating the liquid. In his opinion the last paragraph of the section 
pointed to the same conclusion; for there it was provided that “any 
person ’’ against whom proceedings were to be taken might object, and 
he was to be afforded an opportunity of being heard against such pro- 
ceedings being taken ‘‘so far as the same relate to his works or 
manufacturing processes.’’ The appeal would be allowed, and there 
would be judgment for the defendants.—Counsret, Waugh, K.C., and 
Shepherd ; Shearman, K.C., and Lowenthal. Soticrtors, Edgar Boyne, 
for Owen & Bailey, Huddersfield; H. FP. Atter, Wakefield. 
[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Bankes, J., 


STEVENS AND OTHERS v. HINCE. [Bailhache, J. 
23rd March. 


FA—TRUST—BENEFICIAL INTEREST—RIGHT OF SEIZURE 


16th, 19th, and 


EXeEcUuTION—FTI. 
Semble, although it is true, as a general rule, that a judgment 
creditor cannot under a fi. fa. seize chattels in which the judgment 
debtor has only an equitable interest, he may do so where the whol: 
beneficial interest in the chattels is vested in the judgment debtor. 
Bailhache, J. The plaintiffs were the 


Interpleader issue tried by 


trustees of a marriage settlement executed by a Mr. Robinson 
on the occasion of his marriage, and the defendant was judgment 
creditor in respect of a judgment for £1,000 against Mr. and 
Mrs. Robinson, in respect of which judgment the sheriff had 
seized certain chattels in execution under a writ of fi. fa. By the 
terms of the marriage settlement the particular chattels were 


assigned by the husband on trust for the use and enjoyment of 
the settlor during the joint lives of himself and wife, and after the 
death of such one of them as should first die upon trust for the sur- 
vivor for his or her absolute benefit. The question on the issue was 
whether the chattels were at the time of the seizure the property of 
the trustees of the settlement. It was contended on behalf of the 
plaintiffs that the chattels could not b@ taken in execution, as the 
legal property in them was vested in the trustees, and the judgment 
debtors had only an equitable interest. It was submitted on behalf 
of the defendant that the chattels could be taken in execution, notwith 
standing the existence of the trust, as the whole beneficial interest was 
in the judgment debtors. They referred to Lewin on Trusts (12th 


ed., p. 250), Bennett v. Powell (3 Drew. 326), Gore v. Bowser (3 Sm. 
and Giff. 1), Engelhach v. Nixon (L. R. 10 C. P. 645), Duncan v. 
Cashin (L. R. 10 C. P. 554), Scott v. Scholey (8 East, 467), and 
Judicature t, 1873, s. 24 (4). 
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BaitnacHe, J., in the course of his judgment, said the proposition 
that a judgment creditor ceuld not seize chattels under a fi. fa. in 
which the judgment debtor had only an equitable interest, though 
true as a general rule, had no application to a case where the whole 
beneficial interest in the chattels was vested in the judgment debtor. 
The judgment debtors were not entitled to rely on the existence of the 
trust to defeat the judgment creditor, and there would be judgment 
on the issue for the defendant.—Counsrt, McCall, K.C., and Morrow ; 
Longden, K.C., and H. J. Rowlands. Sourcrtors, Lidiard & Co.; 
Keancth Brown, Baker, Baker, & Co. i 

[Reported by Lroxarp C. THomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
EASTER VACATION, 1914. 
NOTICE. 

There will be no sitting in Court during the Easter Vacation. 

During the Easter Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require to 
be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Astbury. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Astbury will act as Vacation Judge 
from Thursday, 9th of April, to Monday, 20th of April, both days 
inclusive. His Lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers 
on Thursday, 16th of April, at 12 o’clock. On other days within the 
above period applications in urgent matters may be made to his Lord- 
ship by post or, if necessary, personally. 

In the case of applications to the Judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the Judge by post, prepaid, accompanied 
by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also 
by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, 
sufficiently. stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as 
follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 
W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy 
of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at 
the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 








—_———— 


Bankruptcy, England. 
GENERAL RULES. 
THe Bankruptcy Rvtes, 1914, paren Marcu 23, 1914, MADE PURSUAN1 
TO THE Bankruptcy Acts, 1883 ro 1913. 

1. Commencement and Application.—These Rules shall commence and 
come into operation on the lst day of April, 1914, and shall, so far 
as practicable, apply to all matters arising, and to all proceedings 
taken, in any matters under the Acts on and after the said day. 

2. Citation.—These Rules and the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, 1890, 
1891, 1895, 1896, 1905, 1908, and 1910 shall be read and construed as 
one set of Rules. These Rules may be cited as the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1914, and they and the said Bankruptcy Rules may be cited together 
as the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 to 1914. Each of these Rules may, 
for the purpose of citation with reference to the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1886, be cited by the number set opposite to the Rule in brackets in 
the margin. 

5. Forms.—The forms in the Appendix to these Rules, with such 
variations as circumstances may require, shall be used for the matter 
to which they severally relate, and shall, where necessary, be sub 
stituted in respect of such matters for the forms in the Appendix to 
the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886, and in the Appendix to the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1890. j 

4. [122a.] Taxation of Costs.—There shall be added at the end of 
Rule 122 the words, ‘‘ The Official Receiver may attend or be repre- 
sented on the taxation.” 

5. [124 (1)]. Review of Taxation by Board of Trade.—Clause (1) of 
Rule 124 is hereby annulled, and instead thereof the following Clause 
(1) shall be substituted :— 

Where any bill of costs, charges, fees, or disbursements of any 
solicitor, manager, accountant, auctioneer, broker, or other person, 
whether employed by the trustee or not, whose bill shall be charge 
able against the debtor’s estate, has been taxed by a Registrar of 
a County Court, the Board of Trade may require the taxation to 
be reviewed by a Bankruptcy Taxing Master of the High Court. 

6. [183 (1).] Costs of Petition, etc.—Clause (1) of Rule 183 is hereby 
annulled, and instead thereof the following Clause (1) shall be sub- 
stituted :— 

The costs of all proceedings under the Acts, down to and including 
the making of a receiving order, shall be borne by the party prosecuting 
the same, unless the Court shall order that the debtor shall pay the 
whole or any part of them, or, in the case of a receiving order being 
made on a debtor’s petition while a creditor's petition against such 
debtor is pending, that they shall be paid out of the estate. When 
a receiving order is mad 1 a creditor’s petition the costs of the 





petitioning -creditor (including the costs of the bankruptcy notice (if 
any) sued out by him) shall be taxed and be payable out of the 
estate. 

7. [186a.] General Proxy Holders Authorised to Ask Questions at 
Public Examination.—The holder of a general proxy or general power 
of attorney from a creditor who has tendered a proof may question the 
debtor at his public examination concerning his affairs and the causes 
of his failure. 

8. [187a.] Adjournments sine die.—The Court may on the application 
either of the Official Receiver or of the debtor appoint a day foi 
proceeding with a public examination which has been adjourned siné 
die. 

9. [2204.] Workmen’s Wages.—The following words at the end of 
Rule 220, viz., ‘‘ but shall be stamped with one stamp as an ordinary 
proof *’ are hereby annulled. 

10. [228a.] Z'ime for Admission or Rejection of Proof by Trustee.— 
In Rule 228 the word ‘fourteen ’’ shall be substituted for ‘‘ seven.’ 

11. [234.] Payment of Dividends to a Nominee.—lIf a person to 
whom dividends are payable desires that they shall be paid to some other 
person he may lodge with the trustee a document in the Form No. 126a, 
which shall. be a sufficient authority for payment of the dividend to 
the person therein named. 

12. [236a.] [’nopposed Applications.—Notwithstanding any  pro- 
visions in the Bankruptcy Rules to the contrary, any unopposed appli- 
cation for a discharge may be heard in chambers if the Court so 
directs. 

13. [260a.] Service on Individual Carrying on Business in Name or 
Style other than his own.—The provisions of Rule 260 shall, so far 
as the nature of the case will admit, apply in the case of any person 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction in a name or style other 
than his own. 

14. [262a.] Receiving Order against Limited Partnership.—A receiv- 
ing order made against a firm registered under the Limited Partne: 
ships Act, 1907, shall operate as if it were a receiveing order made 
against each of the persons who, at the date of the order, is a general 
partner in the firm. 

15. [2644.] Service of Creditors Petition against Limited Partner- 
ship.—A creditor’s petition against a firm registered under the Limited 
Partnerships Act, 1907, shall be served at the principal place of busi- 
ness of the limited partnership, as registered, by delivering a sealed 
copy of the filed petition to one of the general partners there, or to 
some person having, at the time of service, the control or management 
of the partnership business there, unless the Court shall otherwise 
order. 

16. [2648.] Petition by Limited Partnership—A limited partnership 
registered under the Limited Partnerships Act may present a petition 
in bankruptcy as debtors in the name of the firm. The petition shall 
be signed by a general partner and shall contain in full the names 
of the general partners, and if the petition is signed in the firm name 
the petition shall be accompanied by an affidavit made by the partner 
who signs the petition showing that all the general partners concur 
in filing the same. 

17. [264c.] Court having Jurisdiction.—A petition by a limited partner- 
ship as debtors or against a limited partnership shall be presented to the 
court having bankruptcy jurisdiction inthe place where the registered office 
of the limited partnership is situate, but the bankruptcy judge of the 
High Court may at any time, for good cause shewn, remove the pro- 
ceedings to any other court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy. 

18. [264D.] Rights of Limited Partners.—Where a receiving order is 
made against a limited partnership any past or present limited partner shall 
have the same rights as a creditor who has proved his debt would have 
to inspect the file, to attend meetings of creditors, and to appear on, 
and take part in, the public examination of, or any application for an 
order of discharge by, any general partner. 

19. [2648.] Liability of Limited Partners.—The assets of a limited 
partnership which by section 24 of the Bankruptcy and Deeds of 
Arrangement Act, 1913, are to vest in’ the trustee in the event of all the 
general partners being adjudged bankrupt shall include the liability (if 
any) of the limited partners, and past general partners, to contribute to 
the assets of the limited partnership, and such liability may be enforced 
by the trustee by motion in the bankruptcy, but subject to the regula- 
tions following :— 

(1) No present or past limited partner shall be liable to contribute 
as such, to the assets of the limited partnership to any greater 
amount than the amount of any part of his contribution as such 
limited partner which he may have failed to pay into, or have 
drawn out. or received back from the partnership assets since he 
became, or whilst he remained, a limited partner, except in the case 
of a present limited partner who is a past general partner, and in 
the case of a past limited partner who has become a present general 
partner. : : : 

(2) No past general partner shall be liable to contribute, as such, 
to the assets of the limited partnership except in respect of partner- 
ship debts and obligations incurred whilst he continued to be a 
general partner; but every past general partner who has become a 
limited partner shall in addition to any amount which he may be 
liable to contribute in respect of partnership debts and obligations 
incurred whilst he continued to be a general partner, be liable to 
contribute to the assets of the limited partnership to an amount 
equal to the amount of any part of his contribution, as such limited 


partner, which he may have failed to pay into, or have drawn out 
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We. the undersigned, being two of the Lords Commissioners of His 
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Majesty’s Treasury, do hereby sanction the foregoing scale of fees. 
Dated the 30th day of March, 1914. 
WILLiAM JONEs. 
HENRY WEBB. 








Supreme Court.—England. 


FEES. 
Order, dated March 30th, 1914, as to fees to be taken in respect of the 


registration of an assignment of book debts under section 14 of the 
Jankruptcy and Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1913 (5 & 4 Geo. 5, 


c. 34). 

The Right Honourable Richard Burdon, Viscount Haldane, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, by and with the advice and consent 
of the undersigned judges of the Supreme Court of Judicature, and 
with the concurrence of the Lords Commissioners of His Majesity’s 
Treasury. doth hereby, in pursuance and execution of the powers given 
by the Judicature Act, 1875, and all other powers and authorities 
enabling him in this behalf, order and direct in manner following :— 

In respect of an assignment of book debts required to be registered 
in pursuance of section 14 of the Bankruptcy and Deeds of Arrange 
ment Act, 1913, the same fees shall be taken and in like manner as if 
the assignment were a bill of sale. 

Dated the 30th day of March, 1914. 

Habpange, C. 
Hersert H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
A. M. CHANNELL, J. 
Cuartes H. Sareant, J. 
We concur : 
WiLLtiAM = JONES. 
Henry WEsB, 
Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury. 





National Insurance Act, 1913. 
(3 & 4 Geo. V, Cu. 37.) 

Notice is given in the London Gazette of the 3rd inst., under the 
Rules Publication Act, 1893, that it is proposed by the National Health 
Insurance Joint Committee, after the expiration of at least 40 days 
from that date, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by 
section 28 of, and paragraph (a) of the First Schedule to, the National 
Insurance Act, 1913, and by the National Insurance (Joint Committee) 
Regulations, 1912 and 1913, to make regulations as to :— 

~  (i.) the amalgamation, for the purposes of Part I of the National 

Insurance Act, 1911, of any two or more approved sox ieties, or of 
an approved society with a society which is not an approved society, 
or of any two or more branches of an approved society ; 

(ii.) the transfer by an approved society of its engagements unde 
Part I of the National Insurance Act, 1911, or of such of those 
engagements as relate to members resident in a particular part of 
the United Kingdom, to any other approved society which unde 
takes to fulfil those engagements, and the transfer from one branch 
to one or more other branches or to the society of such engagement 
and 

(iii.) the financial adjustments to be made on any such amalgama 
tion or transfer. 

Draft copies of the said regulations can be purchased, either directly 
or through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, Limited, 29, 
Breams Buildings, Fetter-lane, London, F.C., and 54, St. Mary-street, 
Cardiff : or Clerk-in-Charge, Publications Department, H.M. Stationery 
Office, 23, Forth-street. Edinburgh; or Messrs. E. Ponsonby, Limited, 
116, Grafton-street, Dublin. 





National Insurance Act, 19132. 
(3 & 4 Geo. V, Cu. 37.) 

Notice is given in the London Gazette of the 3rd inst., under the 
Rules Publication Act, 1893, that it is proposed by the National Health 
Insurance Joint Committee, after the expiration of at least 40 days 
from that date, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by 
section 28 of, and paragraph (c) of the First Schedule to, the National 
Tnsurance Act. 1913, and by the National Insurance (Joint Committee) 
Regulations, 1912 and 1913, to make regulations as to the withdrawal 
of approval from societies on account of maladministration. 

Copies of the draft regulations can be purchased. either directly or 
through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, Limited, 29, 


Breams Buildings, Fetter-lane, London, E.C., and 54, St. Mary-street, | 


Cardiff : or Clerk-in-Charge, Publications Department, H.M. Stationery 
Office, 23, Forth-street. Edinburgh ; or Messrs. E. Ponsonby, Limited, 
116, Grafton-street, Dublin. 


National Insurance Act, 1913. 


(3 & 4 Geo. V, Cu. 37.) 

Notice is given in the Zondon Gazette of the 3rd inst., under the 
Rules Publication Act, 1893, that it is proposed by the National Health 
Insurance Joint Committee, after the expiration of at least 40 days 
from that date, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by 


| section 28 of, and paragraph (6) of the First Schedule to, the National 

Insurance Act, 1913, and by the National Insurance (Joint Committee) 
| Regulations, 1912 and 1913, to make regulations as to the dissolution of 
approved societies. 

Copies of the draft regulations can be purchased, either directly or 
through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, Limited, 29, 
Breams Buildings, Fetter-lane, London, E.C., and 54, St. Mary-street, 
Cardiff; or Clerk-in-Charge, Publications Department, H.M. Stationery 
Office, 23, Forth-street, Edinburgh; or Messrs. E. Ponsonby, Limited, 
116, Grafton-street, Dublin. 


National Insurance Act, rort. 

Notice is given in the London Gazette of the 3rd inst., under the 
Rules Publication Act, 1893, that it is proposed by the Welsh Insurance 
Commissioners, after the expiration of at least 40 days from 31st March, 
in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them by the National 
Insurance Act, 1911, to make regulations under section 67 of the Act as 
to appeals and disputes. Draft copies of the said regulations will 
shortly be placed on sale, and will be obtainable, either directly or 
through any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, Limited, Fetter- 
lane, London, E.C., and 54, St. Mary-street, Cardiff. 


—__—_- 


Mental Deficiency Act, 1913. 
(3 & 4 Geo. V, Cap. 28.) 


Notice is given in the London Gazette of the 3rd inst., under the Rules 

Publication Act, 1893, that it is proposed by the Secretary of State for 

| the Home Department, after the expiration of at least 40 days from 

that date, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon him by the Mental 
Deficiency Act, 1913, to make regulations thereunder. 

Draft copies of the said Regulations (which will also take effect as 
Provisional Regulations) can be purchased, either directly or through 
any bookseller, from Messrs. Wyman & Sons, Limited, Fetter-lane, 
London, E.C. 


Societies. 


The Law Society. 

GENERAL MEETING. 

; A special general meeting of the Law Society was held at the Society’s 
Hall. Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 3rd inst., Mr. WatterR TROWER, 
the President (London), taking the chair. The following members of 
the Council were among those present :—Sir Charles Elton Longmore. 
K.C.B. (Hertford), Vice-President; Mr. Arthur John Morton Ball 
(Stroud. Gloucestershire), Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. 
John Wreford Budd. Mr. Alfred Henry Coley (Birmingham), Mr. 
Cecil Allen Coward, Sir Homewood Crawford, Mr. Alfred Davenport, 
Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert William Dibdin, Mr. Walter Dowson, 
Mir. Thomas Eegar (Brighton), Mr. Walter Henry Foster, Mr. Samuel 
Garrett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mr. John Roger 
Burrow Gregory, Mr. John Waller Hills. M.P., D.C.L:, Sir Henry 
James Johnson. the Hon. Robert: Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Frank Mar- 
shall (Newecastle-upon-Tyne, Mr. John Wessley Martin (Reading), 
Mr. Philip Hubert Martineau, Mr. Charles Henrv Morton (Liverpool), 
Mr. Robert Chancellox Nesbitt, Mr. William Henry Norton (Man- 
chester), Mr. Ernest Fitzjohn Oldham, Mr. Arthur Copson Peake 
(Leeds), Mr. Kendrick Evton Peck (Devonport). Mr. Richard Alfred 
Pinsent (Birmingham), Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr. William 
Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Henry Temperley (Sunderland), and Mr. William 
Howard Winterbotham ; also Mr. 8S. P. B. Bucknill (secretary) and Mr. 


Ee. R. Cook (assistant secretary). 





PRESIDENT’S ADDRESS. 


The paper of business stated that the first subject to be considered 


was the discussion of the President’s address, which had been 
adjourned from the general meeting in January. 
LEGAL Epucation. 

The Presipent said: The first part of my address dealt| with our 
educational system, and I conclude that part of it with a hope that 
| a National School of Law may be founded. It is required not only 
| for students here, but also for the students of our world-wide Empire. 

and such a school would be a link between the mother-country and 
he over-seas dominions of the Crown. Questions relating not only 
» English common law and equitv jurisprudence, but also to Scotch 
iw, Dutch law at the Cape. French law in Canada, and Mohammedan 
| and Hindoo law in India, have to be decided by our judges and the 

civil servants of the Crown. and it is highly desirable that those 
great principles of justice and equity which underlie all these systems 
should be taught in a national school of law in close proximity to 





t 
te 


| our own courts. 

LAND TRANSFER. 

| 

| The second part of my address relates to the Lord Chancellor’s 

| Land Transfer Bills. These Bills are introduced by the Lord Chan- 
cellor, and practically embody the recommendations of the Council 
of the Law Society. “They contain amendments of the Settled Land 
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Acts, the conversion of copyholds into freeholds, the abolition of 
special tenures, the amendment of the Conveyancing Acts, the amend- 
ment of the Land Transfer Acts in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Royal Commission, and the adoption of Mr. Wolstenholme’s 
Bill of 1897, promoted by the Law Society. The object of the last 
mentioned Bill is to insure that, as to all land, the title for the purpose 
of sale and mortgage shall be simple and absolute, and that trusts 
and other rights and claims, including death duties, shall be kept 
off the market title, and shall form a second title not concerning a 
purchaser or mortgagee. The Bills are approved of by the Council of 
the Law Society and all the Provincial Law Societies, subject to a 
recommendation that the two Bills should be incorporated into one. 
I am glad to be able to inform you that the Government draughtsmen 
are now at work on a draft amalgamating the two Bills, and that the 
Lord Chancellor hopes to be able to introduce them as one, thus 
complying with the request of the Law Society and the provincial 
Law Societies, but I need hardly add that the question cannot be 
decided till the draft is completed and the Lord Chancellor has an 
opportunity of considering them in that shape. Since my address was 
prepared the Committee of the Law Society have reported upon the 
Bills. and perhaps I may be permitted to quote the concluding para- 
graph of their report. It is as follows : ‘‘ In conclusion the Committee 
desire to say that, in their view, the two Bills together will effect 
changes in the law of substantial public utility. They recognise that 
the Conveyancing Bill, perhaps largely as the result of its bringing into 
use a new terminology, necessary for its elucidation, but unfamiliar 
to legal ears, will at first appear to present difficulties, and may not 
improbably require interpretation in various respects. But they 
believe that. when the Bill has been in operation for a sufficient 
time to enable the unfamiliarity to wear off, it will be found that a 
great advance has been made in the direction of shortening abstracts 
of title and simplifving and rendering less expensive the investigation 
of the title to land; and. if experience proves that this anticipation 
is well founded, it is probable that the greater freedom and absence 
of officalism connected with deadings with unregistered, as opposed to 
registered, land, will be increasingly appreciated by the public. This 
report is to be regarded as subject to any criticism which may arise 
on the details of the Bills when they are introduced.” , 


Counse’s FEres. 


The communication from the Bar Council with regard to counsel’s 
fees has only just been received. It will be referred to a committee 
to consider and report to the Council, and their report will be made 
public as soon as it is adopted. There is, therefore, no failure of the 
negotiations, and Mr. Harper's motion must, therefore, stand over. I 
mav sav. however, that the Bar Council do not recognise the right 
of barristers’ clerks to claim that the fees on briefs delivered for the 
plaintiff must be the same as those delivered for the defendant. and 
vice versa. Where counsel has accepted a fee on a brief, the solicitor 
should decline to increase or diminish it owing to an increase or 
diminution of the fees marked by the other side. 


LeGat Epucation. 


Mr. Cuas. Forp (London) said he should like to refer to that part 
of the President’s address which related to legal education. 

Mr. J. S. Rusinsretn (London) said he had a resolution on the 
paper of business on the subject of compulsory registration of title. 
He would suggest that it should be taken next, and that there might 
be a discussion unon it. After all, that was the principal subject they 
had to discuss. The question of legal education might come on after the 
question of land transfer had been dealt with. 

The Presipent observed that, as he dealt with the question of legal 
education first in his address, he thought he must hear Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ruptnstetn said he would like to move formally that his resolu- 
tion should be proceeded with ‘ 

The Prestpent : I am in the chair and am controlling the meeting. 

Mr. Rusrnstein urged that there were many of his friends present 
whose time was valuable, and, if there was to be a long discussion on 
other subjects, they would not be able to stay. 

The Prestpent ruled that Mr. Ford should be allowed to speak. 

Mr. Forp said, referring to the cost of legal education mentioned 
in the President's address, it was stated that the sum spent by the 
Society on legal education was £6.000 per annum. He said no doubt 
there was other expenditure of which the members had no estimate. 
He should like to know whether the Council, in view of the serious 
and overcrowded state of the profession, would make the intermediate 
examination less easy, and also make the fees to be paid by the candi- 
dates heavier. ; 

The Prestpenr : 
by the Council 


Your suggestion shall be taken into consideration 


SOLICITORS. 


(London) asked what 


WomMEN as 


Mr. Brinstey Harper attitude the Council 


were going to take with regard to the Bill for the admission of women 
as solicitors, which was the subject of a resolution on the paper of 
business ? 

The Prestpent said Mr. Gibson’s motion had been withdrawn. 

Mr. BRINSLEY Harper observed that the President had referred to 
the subiect in his address. 

The Presipent said he would refer to the matter later. 








REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 


Mr. Rvusinstetn moved, in accordance with notice, the following 
resolution : ‘‘That this meeting, while approving generally of the 
main principles embodies in the Real Property and Conveyancing Bills 
introduced in the House of Lords last year by the Lord Chancellor 
subject to the two Bills being incorporated in one, is firmly of opinion 
that the new Bill should for the following reasons provide for bringing 
to an end the experimental trial of the present system of registration 
of title which has been in compulsory operation in the County of 
London for over thirteen years : (a2) Nothwithstanding numerous altera- 
tions the system remains a complicated, unsafe and expensive method 
of transfer and is reactionary in the extreme. (4) Its continuance or 
extension is deprecated by ali sections of the community having actual 
experience of dealings in property. (c) It involves a special tax on 
property transactions in London amounting to £50,000 per annum. 
(d) The failure of the experiment has been established beyond dispute. 
(e) It is unjust that London property owners should have to submit 
for an indefinite period to an onpressive system of transfer different 
from the simple system of transfer by deed now, or which under the 
new Bill will be. in operation in all other parts of the country. (f) The 
statement made by Lord Cairns in 1879. that the establishment of local 
Registries of Title was ‘an enormous thing in this country and frightful 
to centemplate,’ applies accurately to the position to-day. (a) Having 
regard to the extraordinary number of officials appointed during the 
last few years in connection with property any further creation of 
administrative departments in the State, and any further addition to 
the number of officials employed, would be wholly contrary to public 
interest.’’ He said he was desirous of bringing it home to the meeting 
thot they had to consider a very serious question, one that he thought 
should be dealt with at once. It was gratifying to hear from the 
President that there was a committee of the Council, which was sitting, 
which was prepared to consider any recommendation regarding the 
subiect that was brovght to their notice. As a matter of fact, there 
had been brought under the notice of the body which was revising the 
Bills various suggestions which had come under the notice of the 
Council from time to time. but he assumed, as the President had not 
thet the Council had not put forward what was the essence 
of his resolution. namely. that the exneriment of compulsory registra- 
tion. which had been in force in London for the last fourteen years, 
should he ended. 

The PresmvENT said it had not been put forward. 

Mr. RusptnstEIn said he hoped the discussion which would take place 
at this meeting would strengthen the hands of the Council and enable 
them to put it forward. The Society had passed, from time to time, 
resolutions condemning the experiment, and those resolutions had been 
adopted and sanctioned by the Council themselves—they had formally 
aceepted them. Yet, what did it come to? Although they recognised 
the truth of those resolutions, which condemned the system of com 
pulsory registration, the members of the Society were now told that 
the Council had not brought them before the authorities. lf the 
meeting passed his resolution to-day they might be again in the same 
position. The Council, for some unaccountable reason, seemed to 
be always frightened to put such a resolution forward. In the report 
on the Lord Chancellor’s Bills, issued by the Land Transfer Committee, 
the only reference he could find to the system of registration which they 
all deplored was at page 5, where it said ‘‘ The Bill does not contain 
any provision directed to extending the area of compulsory registration 
or to accelerate the system.’”’ Was that sufficient? This was a vital 
question in London, and it was harassing the profession day by day, 
and yet the meéting was told from the chair that no representation 
whatever had been made to the Lord Chancellor on this point. He 
wished to be allowed to emphasise the grounds for bringing his resolu- 
tion forward by referring to each of the paragraphs contained in it. 
He did not conceive that anyone with any actual experience of the 
system could for a moment question what he had stated in the first 
paragraph (a). The alterations which had been made were almost 
innumerable. There were new rules again, and again, and again, and 
yet who could say tnat the system was working any better now than 
at. the commencement? It was a complicated system. He had received 
during the last few days several letters on this very point. Of these 
he would only read a couple to show the feeling which existed that it 
was a complicated and expensive system. The first was from Mr. 
Edward J. Fooks, the senior partner in the firm of Fooks, Chadwick, 
Arnold & Chadwick. He said, ‘‘ Have you noticed what is apparently 
a trick on the part of the Land Registry, namely, to charge a lower 
fee on first registration, and on every subsequent transfer up to 
£50,000 the full fee of 6s. per cent.? Even on a transfer of mortgage 
the same fee is paid. It seems that once you are on the register you 
are in a-spider’s web. I am myself an owner of freehold property in 
Kent, as is also my wife, and I can see no inducement to register my 
titles, nor those of my wife, and am thankful I am not within the 
compulsory area.”’ There was a case in point. The fees were paid 
on an ad valorem scale when a title was first registered. and afterwards, 
when one came to deal with the registered property and all the informa- 
tion was on the register, one was charged higher fees still. It was 
monstrous. It wes a spider’s web. Then he had a letter from Messrs. 
Godwin & Co., of Winchester, who said, speaking of the ‘‘ unsafeness 
of the methods” of the registry, that, in 1908, a client of theirs, 
residing at Winchester, advanced money on the security of a sub- 
mortgage by deposit of the land certificate and the certificate of charge. 
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Notice of the deposit was given and acknowledged by the Land 
Registry. In September, 1911, the amount due was paid off and the 
documents deposited handed over, but no document signed by their 
client. On the 18th of October, 1911, a notice of dealing under Rule 243 
was received at the address at which the client had, in 1908, resided, 
sent by registered post. He no longer resided there, or in England. 
The new tenants of the house handed the document to Messrs. Godwin, 
who forwarded it to the Registrar, explaining the circumstances, and 
how it came into their hands. The letter was not acknowledged, and 
on the 18th of December Messrs. Godwin wrote again. They received 
an acknowledgment, but nothing more was heard of the matter, and 
they believed that the notice of deposit given by them was marked in 
the register as cancelled. Doubtless, it having been paid, there was 
no harm in its being cancelled; but the point was that the rules 
apparently permitted the Registrar to act, and to cancel a security, 
when he knew that the notice he had sent had not been delivered to 
the mortgagee, who therefore possibly knew nothing about the matter. 
These were, continued Mr. Rubinstein, the kind of questions which 
had come to him within the last day or two, as shewing the demerits 
of this rotten system. He had said sufficient, he thought, to shew that 
the words he had used as to the system being complicated, unsafe and 
expensive were justified. As regarded the second paragraph (6) of his 
resolution, he would point out that there had not been a single resolu- 
tion passed by any representative body asking for the continuance 
or extension of the system. On the contrary, innumerable resolutions 
had been passed by various bodies calling for an end of the experiment. 
Then, as to the third paragraph (c), the figures there set out were prac- 
tically the figures given in the Registrar's return. That £50,000 per 
annum came out of the pockets of the people who had transactions 
with the Registry in London, and who could say that the system ever 
had, or ever would, put one penny into their pockets? If anyone 
came to a solicitor with a registered title it put one on one’s guard 
at once. You felt at once that you must look into it; you were also 
face to face with the fact that you had additional fees to pay quite 
outside of what you had ordinarily to pay, and you had to get your 
chent to make the proper allowance for those fees. And that hap- 
pened every day. The unfortunate vendors of a registered title had to 
submit to have something deducted for the expenses, and had to make 
due allowance to the person who bought the registered title. He might 
remind the meeting of what the Royal Commission said in 1911. Lord 
St. Aldwyn was the chairman. The report said: ‘‘ It may fairly be 
urged that fees rising so high deter voluntary registration and are felt 
as a hardship when it is compulsory. The effect of compulsory regis 
tration with possessory title in London has been to place a purchaser 
there at a disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere. 
The system, as it stands, is in our judgment imperfect, 
and we cannot recommend the compulsory extension of an 
imperfect system.’’ That was said in January, 1911, and we are 
now in April, 1914, and not a single alteration had been made, as far as 
he (Mr. Rubinstein) was aware, at the Registry with regard to a 
single defect referred to in the Land Transfer Commission Report 
of January, 1911. Every inquiry had proved the same, namely, it was 
an impertect system, and that the purchaser in London was at a dis- 
advantage as compared with the purchaser elsewhere. He thought 
that the next paragraph (e) would have appealed to the Council. Why 
should London property owners have this monstrous system forced 
upon them? Why should not the Council protest, time atter time and 
on Many occasions, against its continuance? It was a menace to the 
whole country to have the system in existence, with officials who were 
striving might and main to induce the public to believe that it was a 
good one. ‘hey had all the resources of the Treasury behind them. 
‘Lhe members all knew of the paper they were issuing every day from 
the Registry since 1908, this miserable report of the Registry, in which 
they endeavoured to delude people, by leading them to believe that 
cheapness and simplicity was obtained in consequence of this compul- 
sory system. If any solicitor were to get possession of money under 
the same suggestions as those which were contained in the paper he 
had referred to, he would be liable to be prosecuted for obtaining money 
under false pretences. for it was nothing less than obtaining money 
under false pretences. It was a misfortune that Lord Cairns, when he 
introduced a Land Registry Bill in 1875, could not get rid of the 


Land Registry. His explanation was that it was in existence, 
and __— that they must, therefore, put up with it. He 
said: ‘Finding the State in possession of the Office of Registry, 


which could not be displaced and must be utilised, I did not consider 
at that time that I had any choice but to endeavour to do the best 
I could with it.’’ That, unfortunately, seemed to be still the pre 
vailing feeling. Lord Cairns saw the Registry in existence, and no 
doubt felt that he did not know quite what could be done with it. The 
officials had been appointed and were drawing salaries, and he could 
not see his way to get rid of them. But there was now a Lord Chan- 
cellor in office, the first since Lord Cairns, who understood something 
about conveyancing and who had an open mind. Why could not the 
Council say, ‘‘ Lord: Cairns gave his reasons why he could not get rid 
of the Land Registry. We had had far larger experience. You are 
strong enough to get rid of it.’” That was the position for a self- 
respecting council to take up in this matter. Then, with regard to the 
next paragraph (g), he did not think that anybody who had had any 
experience of the increase of the number of officials, and the trouble 
it imposed upon solicitors in connection w.th the transfer of property, 
would object to this. He did not think it was realized how great an 





| officials were in existence. 





amount of mischief was being done by the creation of these officials, 
who must constantly be finding something to do. Solicitors got forms 
of all sorts sent to them from time to time, and somebody must pay 
for the work they necessitated. The unfortunate clients were, in 
consequence, put to expense in the endeavour of their solicitors to 
explain away all sorts of questions which arose simply because these 
He thought it was a great misfortune that 
the Council had taken the view they had, and that they had not the 
courage—it was simply a question of courage—to put forward the view 
he advocated. 

The Prestpent asked Mr. Rubinstein if he proposed to move the 
reasons which were attached to his resolution 

Mr. RusinsteIN said he thought the reasons made the resolution 
more intelligible, and he would like to move the resolution as a 
whole. 

Mr. H. P. Gisporne (London) seconded the motion. He said that 
those who were of the same opinion thought that the present was a 
convenient opportunity of bringing the subject forward, when the 
Conveyancing Bills would shortly, in the ordinary way, pass on to the 
Statute Book. It was the time for them, a legal assembly, to put 
upon record a protest against a system which they thought was entirely 
bad. He could not conceive that the London public, it they were cog- 
uisant of the real disadvantages under which they suifered, by reason of 
the system of registration ot title, would sit down quietly, as they had 
done for so long a time, and he thought it was time that they, as 
solicitors, made some vigorous protest, and that the society should 
exercise all its energies in endeavouring to educate the property owners 
and dealers, so that they might see that they were acting against 
their own interests in continuing to sanction the system. What was 
the system’? ‘There was first of all the possessory title, then the quali- 
fied title, then the absolute title. A disinterested opinion had been 
given as to the value ot the possessory title, and it wag given by 
no less a person than Sir Charles Brickdale himself. He said, in a 
paper he read in May, 1912, ‘*‘ After to-day any purchaser who puts 
up with a possessory title does so with his eyes open and by his own 
voluntary act, and 1 wash my hands of him altogether.’ 
Then, in the case of AJarshall v. Robertson, in November, 
1905, Mr. Justice Warrington, in delivering judgment, said 
‘“It is the registration of the possessory title, with the power 
of producing the certificate of registration, which has done all 
the mischief in this case, and has induced the defendants to lend 
their money, which, of course, they will now, as a result of this judg- 
ment, lose. I think it right to point that out, because it does seem 
to me to illustrate very forcibly the danger which the registration with 
possessory title introduces.’’ That was another disinterested opinion 
as to the value of the possessory title. With regard to absolute title, 
on tne face of the certificate the defects were pointed out, and one had 
to be on guard more than ever when one found oneself face to face 


with them. A qualified title was obviously defective, and dealers 
were unwilling to accept it. Absolute title was the seductive 
part of the programme which the Registrar dangled before 
them. Once an absolute title was obtained all would be well, every- 


thing would be in order, and there would be no more trouble. But 
the Kegistrar failed to point out, and that was where a great many 
people had been drawn into the spider’s web, that the result to the 
tirst absolute owner meant that he was to be shot at by everybody. 
He laid himself open to compensate future buyers of that title who 
might be accredited. But they were told, ‘‘ Never mind, there is 
the State guarantee.’’ In form there was, but they all knew what 
happened it anything wént wrong and one tried to get something out 
of the State under this guarantee. One must be prepared to go to 
the House of Lords, and, rather than do that, the solicitor would 
advise his client to submit to the inevitable. There was the case 
of Odell, who was successful in the court of first instance, and the 
Government then took him to the Court of Appeal, and he lost his 
case. ‘hat was the extent of the State guarantee, that he had to pay 
the costs of the action as well as pay the costs of the registry. A 
real injustice was thrust upon London by the system, and if in the 
country they realised all the difficulties, the complication and expense 
of it, they would join in asking that London should be relieved of this 
incubus. It must be remembered that this was not an accepted 
system. It became compulsory in 1897 as an experiment. But 1897 
was not so long ago, and he urged that solicitors should not sit down 
and accept compulsory registration because they had it with them 
to-day. ‘‘he Government of the time led them to suppose that it 
would come to an end at the expiration of three years. lt was thrust 
upon London against their wish, and it was expected that the country 
would ask for it. But the registry had found, to their amazement, 
that the number of persons who had taken advantage of the system in 
the country was a mere fraction. If the majority of persons who had 
the opportunity of coming within the scope of registration had refused 
to do so, that alone was a crushing answer to the view on the other 
side that the system was a good one. It was their hope that Lord Hal- 
dane would have some sympathy with them in London. Solicitors 
urged that it was no good trying to mend a system that was bad root 
and branch, and that it ought to be got rid of. Solicitors were the 


persons who were expert in conveyancing matters, and who were most 
competent to judge whether such matters were good or bad, and he 
| asserted that any insinuations that, in the course he was advocating, 
they were affected by personal motives should be dismissed as beneath 
contempt. 


They were acting in the interests of their clients. He 
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asked the meeting to protest, whenever ‘the re was a fitting opportunity, 
against the continuance of a very bad system 

Mr. J. W. Hitts, M.P., a member of the Council, said they had 
listened to two powerful speeches against the registration system 
at present operating in London, but he should like to call the atten- 
tion of the meeting to two considerations which were not mentioned by 
either of the speakers, and which seemed to him to be the governing 
factors of the situation. When the Land Transfer Act, hich was 
passed in 1897, came into force, questions were asked as to its opera 
tion. At once a campaign was started against it. Its faults were 

abolition or for the 
Rubins stein had played 


pointed out, and a large movement arose tor the 
amendment of the A vement Mr. 





a distinguished part, and the result of all those criticisms was the 
appointment of a Royal Commission. Solicitors asked for that Com 
mission. It was largely appointed in response to criticisms that the 
society mad It was a strong Commission, and an impartial Com 
mission. It sat for three years. It heard all classes of witnesses 


including Mr. Rubinstein, including also the then president of the 
society, the late Mr Beale, and the whole case bk or and against 
egistration was put before the Commission. It capuebed in 1911, and 
that report was unanimou A strong Commission re ported unanl 
mously. It said that the present system working in London was im 
pertect It said it ought not to be extended to the rest of the 


country, but it said also that, when the amendments which the Royal 
Commission suggested had been tried during a certain time, then 
Parliament should be sked to say vhether it should be extended or 
not. And so, he did submit to the meeting that, in the face of that 
report of that Commission, they could not go now and ask, as Mr 


which was impertect Thev all admitted that it was imperfect. rhe 
Commission themselves said that it was imperfect, but they did not say 
it ought to be abolished 

Mr. Rvueptnstetn said that that was 
relerence. 

Mr. Hitts : They might have done so if they had liked; but they 
obviously did not want to. At any rate, we appealed to Cesar, and 
went to Cesar. 

Mr. Rusinstern : Not to that Cesar. 

Mr. HILts said it was a strong and impartial Commission. They 


Rubinstein suggested, for the bringing to an end in London of a system 


xcluded from their terms of 


asked for that Commission, and, if they did not like the report of 
the Commission, they had to accept it. But more than that, all the 
recommendations of that report which were given in favour of non- 


registration were included in the Lord Chanceilor’s Bill. It is common 
knowledge that, when the report of the C lished, a great 
endeavour was mi tho ) supported registration to extend 


mmission was pul 


7 


the compulsory area. It is not extended in the present Bill. Ihe 
Bul gave anyone an option of mortgaging land in such forms as he 
pleased, and said that the mortgage need not be by way of registry 
charge. In all these ways the bull of the Lord Chancellor had gone 
as far as it could in support of the views of these who thought with 
Mr. Rubinstein But, tur er than that, all along Mr. Rubinstein 
had contended that f the private deed system was given a fair 
chance, it would prove itself a better system than registration, and a 
great many agreed with him—a great many on both sides of the table 
agreed with him. Now bney had the Lord Chancellor, who was 
bringing in a Bill, and who included in that Bill all the recom 
mendations of the Commission. He included in the Bill especially all 
those recommendations which met the views of those who attacked 
registration. He went much further. He gave them a reform oft 
private deed conveyancing which put private deed conveyancing in a 
much more favourable | ition than ever it was in before, and gave 
it the best chance it had ever had of ompeting with registration 
He wanted to make tl point perfectly clear, for he did not think the 
meeting appreciated how far the Lord Chancellor had ne, and how 
evenly he had held the scales between the two rival systems. They 
knew what the private system was, taking the length of abstracts 
number of deeds examine d, and so on Under the (¢ nveyancing Bill 
all sales and purchases of land would be confined to the simple 
transfer of the absolute ownership, and all the other interests which 
now confused and complicated the title were taken off the title for 


the purpose of sale, and did not come on the abstract at all. It 
was a very great reform. It was a reform which he thought they 
would all press for It was a simplification of the law, and it was a 
fact that it did enable the private deed system to hold its own against 


the registry in a far better way than it could before. There were several 


ways in which the law might have been simplified Many suggestions 
had been before the country. The Lord Chancellor considered all 
them, and he picked out one, the very one the society advocated 


fourteen years ago, the very one the late Mr. Wolstenholme formu 
lated, on the instructions of the Council, and which was then and 
has remained the policy of that body. It was upon the lines that 
no registration was necessary and that, as long as the abstracts were 
simplified and reduced on sales and mortgages to a series of simple 
transactions, registration would be rendered unnecessary. Were 
they going, in the face of these facts, to tell the Lord Chancellor that 
they would not support his Bills? He had met them in every possible 
way, and when Mr. Rubinstein said that a self-respecting Council 
ought to have told him that they would not take these Bills, he sub 
mitted to the meeting that a self-respecting Council had satisfied its 
self respect much more by meeting the Lord Chancellor fairly and 
considering with him the best reform of real property law than by 
adopting a non possumus attitude. For he had met them in a way 








that no Lord Chancellor in their ir lifetime had met them. He had 
considered every single suggestion, and wanted to work with the 
society, and not against them, and when the society once grasped th¢ 
fact that the Lord Chancellor had done all he could to improve, to 
simplify, and to cheapen the system of private deed conveyancing, 
“~ thought he deserved their heartiest support. And, more than that, 

ll the provincial Law Societies, who were greatly concerned in avoiding 
een being forced upon them, welcomed this as the greatest 
opportunity that they could have of preventing the system being 
extended. And, in tace of these facts, in the face of the double 
fact that the Lord Chancellor was on one hand improving the registra 
tion system of London and that he was giving a fair chance for private 

mveyancing, and, above all, that he “had shown his sympathy and 
knowledge of the subject, which all gladly recognised, he appealed 
to the meeting to support the Lord Chancellor and to do their best 
to ensure that these Bills were passed through Parliament. 

Mr. J. H. Cooxe (Winsford, Cheshire), as coming from the country, 
shed to speak on behalf of the country solicitors. He said there 
as not the slightest doubt that Mr. Rubinstein had given ample 
reasons in support of his resolution. He had heard it “stated that 
the Lord Chancellor had raet the Council of the Society in a very 
benign manner, but, apparently, there was no answer to the reasons 
Mr. Rubinstein gave in his resolution. Let them look at the question 
from all points of view. Solicitors in London were affected very 
slightly indeed by having to deliver particulars. Those in London had 
very much larger pur ion e moneys than solicitors in the country, where 
the purchase moneys were as a rule small, comparatively speaki ng. 
Therefore, the proportion and the cost of the conveyance or mortgage 
in the country was very much more, in comparison, than in London. 
The country members of the profession were afraid that if the Lord 
Chancellor were not told that they were not satisfied, and that if, in 
consequence, he extended the compulsory system and they were to be 
brought in, the result would be that their conveyancing practice would 
suffer very seriously. Solicitors in town could go to the Land Registry 
without much trouble, but in the country a solicitor might be sixteen 
or twenty miles av from the registry, and it would be most difficult 
to register all the documents that might be necessary. Solicitors would 
require to have agents, probably, in the city where the registration 
office was situated. From the point of view cf the country solicitors, 
he urged that there had not been any reply whatever to Mr. Rubin 
stein’s resolution, and that there could not be any possible harm in 
irrying it because the Lord Chancellor had brought in his Bill. 

The Prestpent: The two Bills. 

Mr. Cooxr said that they might be put in one. He submitted that, 
since the two Bills were to be amalgamated, they knew the contents 
of the Lord Chancellor’s present Bill, and the mere fact that they told 
the Lord Chancellor that they thought it might be improved might 
be useful, though he had not the slightest doubt that it would not 
have any effect upon him, except that he would know that solicitors 
in the country, as well as those in London, were not satisfied with 
the provisions mtained in it. The Lord Chancellor would 
go on with his Bill just the same, but he did assert that the Council 
1ad the truth before them and that there was not a word too much 
in Mr. Rubinstein’s resolution. Why should not they give expression 
to it and tell the Lord Chancellor that they were not satisfied with 
things as they are? On behalf of the country solicitors, he supported 
the resolution most heartily. 

Sir CHartes Lonemore, K.C.B. (Hertford, vice-president), said that 
he also happened to come from the country, and he did not at all 
agree with the last speaker, who was the first country solicitor he had 
heard advocate the views he had enunciated. What he thought they 
did not quite understand was this. Mr. Rubinstein and his seconde 
seemed to think that the Council had the power to settle this question. 
lf they had, he would do everything he could against registration of 





title. He disliked it, and he did not think it was a good system. 
But, before they came to a decision, do let them endeavour to appre- 


ite the position. The position was that both political parties were 
pledged in favour of registration of title. There was a majority in 
the House of Commons, an-overwhelming majority, against them, and 
in the House of Lords all the great leaders, like Lord Halsbury on 
the Tory side and Lord Loreburn on the Liberal side, were against 
them. If they were to do what Mr. Rubinstein advocated, who would 
they find in the House of Lords to advocate their views? Neither of 
those great leaders would do it. Certainly the Lord Chancellor would 
not do it. So, if they passed the resolution, it would not bring them 
one iota nearer the object they desired, but it would put them all 
wroug with the Lord Chancellor and introduce controversy. Then 
it was said that they who had approached the Lord Chancellor had 
heen so absolutely stupid that they had got nothing. But, of course, 
the Lord Chancellor was pressed very much to say that the land 
transfer system should be extended so as to become compulsory in 

se of death. The Council had got rid of that proposal, which would 
mean almost universal compulsory registration of title. Then they 
had got it made clear that there was to be no extension into the country 


of the system. It was to stand where it did, and the country solicitors 


generation at least had nothing to fear with regard 
n they had a fair chance that, side by side with an improved 
ystem of registration, there should be a perfect system of conveying 
by deed, and had not the slightest doubt that, given that chance, 
registration by deed would come out overwhelmingly victorious. They 
had as a profession one of the best friends the solicitor had ever had 
in the Lord Chancellor. He had a difficult task to carry this very 


for the present 
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moderate Bill through the House of Lords, with the opposition of the 
two noble lords he had mentioned and their supporters. But he did 
not stand the slightest chance of passing the Bill unless he had the 
support of the profession. The country solicitors, through their local 
societies, had unanimously voted in its favour, and he asked the pro- 
fession in London to do what they could to bring the Bill on to the 
Statute Book. Mr. Rubinstein said himself that in the main it was 
a good Bill, and he (the Vice-President) thought they would make 
the greatest possible mistake if they quarrelled with the Lord Chan- 
cellor. He was friendly to solicitors, and really did understand the f 
question, and if it were only left to him he would put the profession 
in an infinitely better position than was now the case. He urged 
solicitors in the country to do what they could to get the matter 
settled during the time of the Lord Chancellor, because he was opposed 
to any extension of the system, rather than to leave it to those who 
came after, who might adopt the views of his predecessors. He quite 
agreed that the meeting was not asked to-day whether they liked the 
present system. He should be with them in saying that they did not. 
But it would be suicidal for them to quarrel with the Lord Chancellor 
over @ Bill with a large amount of which they agreed. He asked the 
meeting, therefore, not to support the resolution. 

Mr. RuBINSTEIN said, in reply, that he could sympathise largely with 
the remarks of the last speaker, representing, as he did, the country, 
where he was kept outsid> this intolerable system of registration, 
when he urged them to be satisfied with the Lord Chancellor’s Bill. 
But, practising as he (Mr. Rubinstein) did in London, and seeing 
what was the effect of the system day by day, he could not say he 
was satisfied. He did not think it was reasonable to ask London 
solicitors to say that. He failed to see why the mere fact of passing 
a resolution of this sort and sending up the views of the meeting to 
the Lord Chancellor should imperil the Bill. His complaint was that 
the Councii had not made that suggestion, although they had been 
parties to resolutions passed time after time by the members of the 
society advocating the rescinding of the Order. He was rather sur- 
prised that Mr. Hills should have forgotten so much of the controversy 
which had taken place in the past. He told the meeting that the society 
asked for the Royal Commission. They did not ask for that Royal 
Commission in anything like the sense that it was given. They asked 
for an impartial commission. The society protested against the con- 
stitution of the commission. There was but one solicitor appointed 
on it, the late Mr. Pennington, and, with that exception, the members | 
of the Commission were without any practical knowledge of the subject. 
The society always objected to the terms of reference, because they ex- 
cluded the consideration of the question thy wanted decided, namely, 
whether compulsory registration should be abandoned. To say that the 
society were bound by the report of the Royal Commission was quite a 
misapprehension of what really took place. The members knew what 
influence the Council had in those matters, and, unfortunately, the 
general meetings were held at a time of the day when, for instance, 
a great many friends of his who would like to support his resolution 
were unable to be present. When the late Mr. Ellett was present he 
used to endeavour to see a way out of difficulties like these. He invited 
the Council to accept some modification of his resolution, and not to 
let it go forth that the meeting had any sympathy with the system. 
He did not want it to go forth on a chance vote at that meeting that 
they were in favour of this intolerable system. 

» Mr. C. L. Samson (member of the Council) : Withdraw the resolu- 
ion. 

Mr. RvuBINSTEIN said he never more regretted the untimely death of 
Mr. Ellett than on an occasion like this. Mr. Ellett was always 
willing to recognize the justice of the views of those who thought with 
him (Mr. Rubinstein), and at the same time to try and fit those views 
in with the views of the Council. He did not want to wreck the 
present Bill for a moment, and he did not think the resolution would 
have anything like that effect. He suggested that the Council should 
say in what form they would wish him to modify his resolution, so 
that it should not go forward that the society had any sympathy with 
the system of compulsory registration. 

Sir Homewoop Crawrorp said he should like to make a suggestion 
to Mr. Rubinstein. Mr. Rubinstein said he did not want it to go | 
forth that the society was in favour of registration. If the meeting 
did not vote on the motion that would not go forth. If they did, and 
defeated it, that would be falling into the very hole Mr. Rubinstein 
wanted to avoid. He suggested that Mr. Rubinstein should withdraw 
the motion. 

Mr. RusrnstEINn said that if that was a suggestion made from the 
Council he did not want to force the matter. He might take the liberty 
<ne that he would himself communicate with the Lord Chan- 
cellor. 

The Presipent said he thought the meeting were much indebted 
to Mr. Rubinstein for withdrawing the resolution. 





Women as Soricirors. 


The following notice appeared on the paper of business :—‘‘ Mr. 
H. P. Gisborne will move: ‘That this society would welcome the 
removal of any existing disabilities which prevent women being admitted 
as solicitors.’ ’’ 

The PresipEnT said that Mr. Gisborne had withdrawn the notice of 
motion. 

Mr. Brinstgy Harper asked what was the attitude of the Council | 
with regard to the Bill now before Parliament dealing with the subject ? | 








REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 


| ** That the case of Walters v. 


| following gentlemen also spoke : 
| E. 8. Cox Sinclair. 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY: 


No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853, 
£400,000 
eee eee see . £331,130 
ADVANCES MADE THEREON 
Forms of Proposal and full information can be ee ie gh 


Capital Stock 
Debenture Stock 





The Present: The attitude the Council propose to take on the 


second reading of the Bill is to oppose it. 


CounsEL’s FEEs. , 

The following notice appeared on the paper of business :—‘‘ Mr. F. 
Brinsley Harper will move : ‘ That, in case of the failure of the negotia- 
tions between the Law Society and the Bar Council (which this meeting 
would regret), the Council do, in the interest of the public, take all 
necessary steps to get altered the existing rule of practice that the 
fees payable to jumor counsel must necessarily be in all cases from 
three-fitths to two-thirds of the fees payable to the leading counsel.’ ”’ 

The Prestpent said that the Council had only that morning received 
a communication from the Bar Council to the effect that they have 
made large concessions, and he hoped that the action taken might 
prove satisfactory, but the Council had not yet been able to consider 
the Bar Council’s communication fully. It was proposed that that 
communication should be referred to a committee and reported upon 
to the Council, and the report, if adopted, would then be made known 
to the members of the Society and they would have an opportunity of 
discussing the question. In the meantime, as Mr. Brinsley Harper's 
motion was conditional upon the negotiations having fallen through, 
which was very far from being the case, for the Bar Council had met 
the Council with the greatest courtesy and consideration in the matter, 
he thought the subject could not be further discussed at that meeting. 
He shounld like to say that the Bar Council did not recognize the right 


| of barrister’s clerks to claim that the fees on briefs delivered to the 


plaintiff must be the same as those delivered to the defendant, and 
vice versd. Where counsel had accepted a fee on a brief, the solicitor 
should decline to increase or diminish it owing to an increase or 
diminution of the fees marked by the other side. He thought he ought 
to make that announcement. The communication from the Bar Council 


| was of a friendly and conciliatory nature, and the Council would report 


upon it as soon as possible. 
TAXATION oF Cosrts. 


The following notice stood on the paper of business :—‘‘ Mr. E. A. 
Bell (London) will move: ‘That having regard to the changes in 
‘practice’ that have been and are*how being effected with the view 
of minimising the ‘‘ expense and delay”’ in litigation, the Council 
be and is now instructed to appoint a committtee for the purpose of 
considering and reporting to this society upon the desirability of 
recommending the institution of a new practice in connection with the 
taxation of costs in contentious matters, under which it shall be 
optional for a solicitor to elect, in lieu of a detailed bill of costs, to 
deliver a statement of his professional services rendered without details, 
together with a schedule of his disbursements for adjustment and assess- 
ment by the taxing master.’ ”’ 

The Present said that Mr. Bell had written to him to say that he 
was unavoidably absent, but that he hoped to bring up his resolution 
at the next general meetihg. 

Mr. Forp moved a vote of thanks to the President, and the proceed- 
ings terminated. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, 30th of March, 
at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple. E.C. Mr. G. L. Higgins moved : 
W. H. Smith & Son (Limited) (1914, 
1 K.°B. 595) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. T. Hynes opposed. The 
following gentlemen also spoke : Messrs. Morden, C. P. Blackwell, and 
T. Jamieson. The motion was lost by seven votes. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, 6th of April, 
at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. Mitchel Dawson moved :— 
“That the case of Thomas Gabriel & Sons v. Churchill & Son (1914, 
1 K. B. 449) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. Wilfred Evill opposed. The 
) Messrs. Morden, G. L. Higgins, and 
The motion was lost by seven votes. 








The monthly summary for March, issued last week at the Estate 
Exchange, reveals a substantial advance in the amount of sales, the 
gain on the month in comparison with March, 1913, approaching 





£100,000. The figures are as follows :— 
March, 1913. March, 1914. 
£ £ 
The Mart rom 127,853 223,959 
London and Country 76,155 68,611 
Private Contract 105,510 148,225 
£309,518 £440,795 
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Women and the Law. 


The Customs of the Inns of Court. 


The following letter from Sir Henry B. Poland, K.C., appeared in 
the 7'imes of the 4th inst. :—There seems to be some misapprehension 
on this subject which it is desirable to clear up. A woman cannot be 
called to the bar. This is the law of the land, and does not depend 
upon the regulations made by the Inns of Court. The custom for 
centuries makes the law. Even if all the four Inns agreed to call 
women to the bar it would be illegal. The power of calling persons 
to the bar has been delegated to the benchers by the judges, and the 
judges have never delegated to them the power to call women to the 
bar. In April, 190% Miss Bertha Cave applied to the Benchers of 
Gray’s Inn to be admitted as a student so that she might keep her 
terms, and be called to the bar. The benchers declined to admit her 
as a student, and she thereupon appealed against their decision to the 
visitors of the inn—in this case the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, and five other judges, viz., Kennedy, Wright, 
Walton, Farwell and Joyce, who upheld the decision of the benchers. 
The Lord Chancellor said that: ‘‘ There was iio precedent for ladies 
being called to the English bar, and the tribunal were unwilling to 
create such a precedent.”’ See the 7'tmes of 3rd December, 1903. In 
**'The Laws of England,”’ edited by the Earl of Halsbury, the two 
learned persons who wrote the article entitled ‘‘ Barristers ’’ state that 

no woman can be admitted a student of an Inn of Court.”’ It there- 
fore follows that if ladies are to be qualified to be called to the bar 
the law must be altered by an Act of Parliament in the same way as 
it is proposed by the Bill before Parliament to qualify women 
to practice as solicitors, 


Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions, 


ALAN Mackinnon Mayow Forres, Harry Amerose Pump Harren, 
and Harry Enwarv McLean, solicitors (Forbes, Hatten & McLean), 
&, Queen-street, Cheapside, E.C Dec. 31, 1913. 

FrepericK ARTHUR SaRseAnt and Wittram KiInGsLtey GOos.Lina, 
solicitors (Sarjeant & Gosling), Reading. March 31. 


[Gazette, April 3. 
General. 

m1 , , ' : J P 

The Exchange Telegraph Company is informed that Lord Justice 
Vaughan Williams, who is still in Brighton, is quite restored to his 
customary health, and will resume his duties in the Appeal Court after 
the Easter holidays. 

The King has been pleased by Warrant under the Royal Sign Manual, 
bearing date the 2nd instant, to appoint Sir Herbert Smalley, M.D., 
to be one of the Commissioners under the Prison Act, 1877. Sir 
Herbert Smalley was born in 1851 and is an M.D. of Durham. He has 
been Medical Inspector of Local Prisons and Superintendent Officer 
of Convict Prisons since 1897. 


In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. Goulding asked whether, 
in view of the declared intention of the Government to proceed with 
the Plural Voting Bill during the present Parliament, it was proposed 
to establish a boundary commission, representing all parties, or to take 
any other action for the purpose of remedying the inequalities caused 
by the present distribution of seats, simultaneously with the passing 
of the Bill. Mr. H. Samuel: The matter is receiving the attention 
of the Government, but I am not at present in a position to make a 
statement with regard to it. 


Before the Recorder of Dublin, on the 26th ult., says the J'imes, a 
man named Frederick Edwardes, who had described himself as an officer 
in the Indian Army, pleaded ‘ Guilty ’’ to having defrauded a firm of 
solicitors in Dublin and other persons of sums of money amounting to 
£600. He pretended that he was entitled to a bequest of £16,000 under 
the will of his mother, who, he said, had died in Bournemouth. The 
police stated that they had failed to find Edwardes’s name in the Army 
List. The Recorder, who said that Edwardes was evidently a man of 
some education, sentenced him to three years’ penal servitude. 

Mr. Cecil Chapman, the Tower Bridge stipendiary, delivered a lecture 
on ‘* The Extension of Divorce and Morality’ at a meeting of the 
Kensington branch of the Women’s Social and Political Union at the 
Royal Palace Hotel, on the 26th ult. He contended that the greater 


the freedygm the greater was the chance of morality in a nation. There 
was no country in the world, except those which were governed by 
Roman Catholics, where divorce h id not been admitted as a nex essity 
of human nature. In advocating the extension of the divorce law he 


was not advocating an extension of licentiousness. One of the most 
wicked things in the world was the treatment meted out to innocent 
persons who had been divorced. If the separations which were now 
allowed led to immoral relations and great unhappiness among the poor, 
it was their duty as religious persons to get rid of that state of things 
and enable fresh relations of a moral kind to be made, 














Discussing the programme for the next Hague Conference, the com- 
mittee under Baron Taube (says the St. Petersburg correspondent of 
the 7'imes) has decided not to raise the question of disarmament, on 
the ground that it would be premature. 

Sir Sydney Olivier, Permanent Secretary of the Board of Agriculture, 
speaking at the annual meeting of the Humanitarian League on the 
2nd inst. at the Westminster Palace Hotel, criticised the present 
administration of the criminal law, especially with reference to the 
treatment of militant suffragists. He said it was simple to declare 
that these people were law-breakers and that they should be treated 
as such, but the fact was that, as soon as a class of persons for whom 
the methods of criminal administration were-not devised came under 
it, the common-sense of the community revolted against it, and depar- 
tures had to be made from the rules. The criminal law was an absurdity 
as applied to persons who came under it nominally as criminals, hut 
really as political reformers. 

Lord Howard de Walden, says the J'imes, has sold a portion of 
his London estates; the part sold is bounded on the east by Regent's 
Park and Primrose Hill, cutting like a wedge into the latter, which 
would otherwise have been a continuation of the park. Albert-road, 
running parallel with Regent’s Canal, along the northern edge of the 
park, forms the southern boundary of the property, to a point near 
St. John’s Wood-road Station. He has sent to the 7'imes the following 
statement of the transaction :—Mr. 8. P. Derbyshire, of Nottingham, 


| has taken a temporary tenancy of certain property in Frederick-street 


and Eamont-street on Lord Howard de Walden’s Regent’s Park estate, 
the old tenancies of which have just expired, and arrangements have 
been completed for the acquisition by Mr. Derbyshire from Lord 
Howard de Walden of his lordship’s Regent’s Park estate for about 
£500,000. ‘The estate is on the north side of Regent’s Park, and is 
situated between High-street and Primrose Hill. 

Before Judge Atherley Jones, Robert Hammond, thirty-nine, engineer, 
was indicted on the 26th ult. for conspiring with others to defraud 
people who dealt with him in the buying and selling of stocks and 
shares and obtaining money from them by false pretences. He pleaded 
‘‘Not Guilty.”” The prisoner was said to have issued circulars offering 
shares in industrial companies at attractive prices. He obtained 
various sum of money, but never delivered any shares. Hammond, who 
declared that he was only a servant in the business at a salary of 25s. 
a week, was found guilty. Evidence was called to show* that the 
prisoner had been an associate of men who had been convicted at that 
court for similar offences. The judge said that evidence as to a 
prisoner’s antecedents was generally mere gossip. It was an evil prac- 
tice which had grown up at that court to call police officers to give a 
fot of information about a prisoner’s antecedents. What a police officer 
should do was to give the court any help to treat a prisoner with 
leniency. Sentence of fifteen months’ imprisonment, with hard labour, 
was passed, 

In the House of Commons last week Mr. Barnes asked the Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs whether he could publish the correspondence 
with the United States in respect to The Hague Conference, and 
whether he could make any further declaration of the intention of 
the Foreign Office re representation of organized labour on the National 
Committee? Mr. Acland: Ag regards the first part of this question, it 
would not be convenient nor in accordance with the usual practice to 
publish an incomplete correspondence while negotiations on the subject 
are still pending. As regards the second part, I will show the hon. 
member the list of the subjects which will be discussed by our committee, 
and will consider with him how best to secure full consideration for 
the views of those whom he represents upon them. But the responsi- 
bility for formylating policy upon these subjects must rest solely upon 
his Majesty’s Government, as it must do in all matters of policy, and 
the British delegation will consist of experts in the questions of inter- 
national law that come before the Conference, and will have no political 
representation upon it. 





The Corporation of Glasgow have resolved to issue £1,500,000 of 
Glasgow Corporation Redeemable Stock to bear interest at 35 per cent. 
per annum. The price of issue will be par. 








Way Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn TeMPERANCE Lire Assurance Co. (Lrurrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—(Advt.) 








Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. _ Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, —rixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 





Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford ”’ is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturers, 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 











te ed 























=~ 





April 11, 1914. ©THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. _ [Vol. 58.] 443 














The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


April 21.—Mesers. Hamprow & Sows, ia conjanction with Messrs. T. D. & A. R 
ee at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Residence (see advertisement, back page, 
pril 4). 
April 29.—Messrs. Hamprow & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residence 
see advertisement, back page, April 4). 


. >. . 
Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 3. 


A. A. RUPPRECHT & Co, LTD.—Creditors are required on or before May 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Char.es Osborn, 
66, Mark In, liquidator. 

CARDIFF SMOKELE:S FUEL Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 25, to 
send their names and addresses, and the p:rtic lars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. Ilityd Jarrett David, 7, Bute crescent, Cardiff, liquidator. 

CEFNSTYLLE COLLIERY Co, LTp.—Creditors are required forthwith, to send their 
names and addresse:,and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Samuel Watkinson, 
Bres chmbrs, Mu'ray st, Llanelly, liquidator 

KARAKA MINES Lrp.—Creditors are reyuired, on or before Aug 1, to send their 
names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Alfred 
' rnest Wiigh', 535, Salisbury h use, London Wall, liquidator. 

LIVERPOOL OILSEED CRUSHING CO, Lrp.—Creditors*are r- quired, on or before April 9, 
to’send their names and addresse-, with particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Fre ‘erick Hildit:h, Browns bldgs, Exchange, Liverpool, liquidator. i 

NEWFOUNDLAND OILFIELDS, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—( reditors are required,on or before 
May 4, tosend their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
H. Read Smith, liquidator. 

THOMAS TYRER (MANCHESTER), LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to 
send thrir names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Joseph Edward Pilkington, 100, King st, Manchester, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liwrrsp In CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 7, 


ASCANIO PUCK ANP Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, forthwith to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Walter 
Boniface, 2, Clement's inn, liquidator 

BLANCHARDS (LONDON) LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 
Charles Bound, 61 and 62 Lincoln's Inn fields, W.C., liquidator. 

BRINSCALL MANUFACTURING Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, onor before May 23, 
to send their: ames and +ddresses, and the priticulars of their debts or clains 
to Roger Duxbury, 8, Maple st, Great Harwood, liquidator 

EXPORTERS AND IMPORTERS, LTD.—Credit»-rs ave r quired, on or before May 18, to send 
their nemes and »ddresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Nisbet 
Price, 467-9, Birkbeck chmbrs, High Holbor. liquidator. 

FosH PIANO Co, LtTD.—Creditors are required. on or before April 20, to send in their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to William Johu 
Fosh, 364, High rd, Leyton, E-sex, liquidator 

H. WALTERS & Co, LtT».—Cre‘itofs are required, on or before May 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tu Arthur Perry, 
Cannon st, Bir »ingham, liquidator. 

LONDON ASSCCIATION OF VETERANS AND GARIBALDIANS, LTD.—Creditors are reqvircd, on 
or before May 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Luigi Ricci 38, Conduit st. liquidator. 

“ PRIESTFIELD” STKAMSHIP (0, LTD. (IX VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 9, to send their names and addresses, and the par'icula s 
of their debts or claims to James Arnott Sisson, 13, Grey st, Newcastle upon: Tyne, 
liquidator. 

R. L. Hunt, Ltp —Creditors are required on or before May 2 tosend their names and 
addresses. and the particulars of their debts or cla.ms, to Ernest Tritsch:er Kerr, 95, 
Colmore rd, Birmingham, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 31. 


J. C. Gugenheimer & Co, Ltd. 

Manchu Steamship, (', Ltd. 

“B” Investment Co, Lid. 

Anchor Savings and Investment Corpora- 
tion, Ltd. 

Thorne Fifty Pounds Money Club, Ltd. 

Leighton's Bazaar, Ltd. British Columbia Gold Discovery Co, Ltd, 

The International Produce Association, British Union Oil Co, Ltd. 
Ltd. G.I. R., Ltd. 

Delcourt, Ltd. Press Bros. Stores, Ltd. 

The Portland Light Car, Co, Ltd, Leeds Cloth Hall Restaurant, Ltd, 

Moore Bros (Notts), Ltd. Arcus & Co, Ltd. 

Electrometer Equipment Co, Ltd. Dovenby Rubber Estates, Ltd. 

C.G.E. Syndicate, Ltd. Anglo Celtic Correspondence > chools, Ltd. 


Thompson and Fryers, Ltd. 

Goldy Stopper Co, Ltd. 

Harrison and Sons, Ltd. 

Wm. Beckworth & Sons, Ltd. 

Ryland Louis, Ltd. 

Emergency Coal Co (Robertown), Ltd. 
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The Dwarf Gold Mining Co, Ltd. 
George Shand, Ltd. 
Knightsbridge 


Cromey Hawke & Worssam, Ltd. 

Lama Film Producing Co, Ltd. 

Great Lucknow Consvls (Napoleon), Ltd. The 

Albert Road Empire (Farnworth), Ltd, Lta. 

Henderson & Co, Confectiorvers, Ltd. A. A. Rupprecht & Co, Lid. 

Max Graddon & Lawson. Ltd. Harries, Harrison & Co, Ltd. 

J. ©. Lawrence & Co, Ltd. Unit-d Kingdom Property Owners’ Stores, 

Electromobile Co, Ltd. Ltd. 

Record Motor Co, Ltd. Newfoundland Oilfields, Ltd. 

George Nicholson, Ltd. Pheenix Mill Ltd. 

Umbra Syndicate, Ltd. Brynafan Colliery Co, Ltd. 

T. Wild, Son, & Co, Ltd. B auchards (London) Ltd. 

Canadian and Empire Investment Trust, Hargreaves, Maden and Ireland, Ltd. 
Ltd. Hargreaves, Maden aud Ireland (Derby) 

The Premier Produce and Trading Co, Ltd. Ltd. 


Picture Piayhouse, 
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Midland and General Publicity Co, Ltd, 

The Franco-Nurwegian Produce Co, Ltd. Ashanti Rivers and Concessions, Ltd. 

Hotel Victoria (.ew Brighton), Ltd, Gillett Street Engineering Co (Preston) 

Ascanio Puck & Co, Ltd. Ltd 

Pantomime Prodnctions, Ltd. Ball, Beavon & Co, Ltd, 

The C.F.0.M. Syndicate, Ltd. Pe; percorn Bros., Ltd, 

The Cornish Smaliware Co, Ltd, Lambhirst Mulls, Ltd, 

Wm. Thompson & Co, Ltd. 


The Fosh Piano Co, Ltd. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Frtpay, March 20, ; 
BAYLIS, GEORGE, Earl’s Court rd, Builder, April 30. Cornell v. Nash, Warrington, J, 
bird, Serjeant s inn, Temple. 
London Gavette.—Fxipay, March 27. 
Hawkins, Ricnarp, New Oxford st, Cloth Finisher. May 19. 
Neville and As'bury, J J. Ta: lor, Ne » sq, Lincol: ’s ino. 
Monraev, Niger, Maidenhead. May 6. Froes and Others v. Montagu. 
Gritfiths, bedford row. 
London Gazette—Tuxepay, March 31. 
Brows, Freperice Henny, Park la'e Tottenham. April 39 Coote & Warren (Utd.) 
v. Brown, Judge in Chambers, Room No, 252, tKoyal Courts of Justice, Fair- 
ba rn, Fiusbury sa. s 
Ray, PercY Cnarctrs, Bognor, Sussex, Solicitor. 
v. Ray, Astvury, J. Levi. Iroom»nger lane. 
London Gazette —Tusspay, April 7. 
KKNDALL, ALFRED HALLER, High rd, Chiswick, Surveyor and 
Rundle v. Kendali and Others, Eve, J. Hari, Chancery lane. ‘ 
SPARTALI, MICHAEL, Suankiia, Isle of Wight. May 1, Coray v. Bride, Warrington, 
J. bruce, Biliiter sq. 


Hawkins vy, Argent 


Joyce, J. 


May 15. Charles Stevens (Ltd.) 
° 


Builder May 4, 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or CLam. 
London Gazett —FRIDAY, March 27. 


ANIDJAH, SOLOMON, High rd, Balham May 9 Gordon, Golden sq, Regent st 
BANNING, BETSY, Pewsea, Wilts April 10 Worden& Ashington, 8: uthport 


BEDFORD, CAROLINE, Palace Gardens ter April 25 Mounier Williams & Co, Great 
Tower st 
BoGG, ELMER, Scarbor ugh May9 Medley & Co, Scarborough 
BOOTH, 1HOMAS ALFRED, Newton cum Lartou, Cheshire, Farmer 
Co, West Kirby 
3 REHAM, ELIZA AMELIA, Upton Park, Essex 
Apostle 
BRADLEY, \@uEs, Leyland, Lancs April 18 Maxst:d & Co, Lancaster ; 
BROOKS, HENRY FRANCIS, F.nchley, timber Merchint April 30 Ward & Son, Hastings 
House, Norf 1k st 
3UL1.OCK, SUSANNAH MARIA, Worcester Apri! 27 Peauchamp & Gallaher, Worcester 
CARNALL, EDWAKD, Walsall May 9 Evans & Son, Waisall nhs 
CHAMBERS, FRANCES Louisa, Torquay April 30 Paice & Cross, Clement's inn . 
COMBERBACH, JOHN PRoUD, Great Yarmouth April 7 Ferrier & Ferrier, Great 
Yarmouth 
COOPER, ~DITH EMMA, Richmon}, Surrey Miy 15 Salter & Lees, Great St Helen's 
CoprInGER, THOMAS GEORG’, St Martin’s le Grand, Licen-ed Yictuailer May 1 
Lindus & Hortin, Tramp st, King st 
Cox. MATILDA, Hadleigh, Essex April 27 Sedgwick & Co, Watford 
Cx FT, MARY HELEN, Kingston upon Hull May 1 Payne & Payne, Hull 
DAVISSON. JAMES, Folkestone April 15 Barnes, Moorgate st 
DoBSON, ELIZABETH, Warrington Aprils0 Davies & Co, Warrington 
D..EW, DANIEL. Habergham Eaves, Lancs May 9 Corbett & Co, Manchester 
DRIVER, ELIZABETH. Keighley April 3 Cwuzh, Keighley ; 
DUNN, WILLIAM HALL, Sout: Shields, Plumber May 1 Wheldon, South Shields 
EKSKINE, Kt Hon WILLIAM MACNAGHTON. Baron, Spratton Hail, Northampion May 
Penningt »n & ~on Lincoln's Iun fields 
FIELD, JOHN WILLIAM, Dorking, Surrey April 25 
Tower +t - 
FLETOHER, HENRY. Long Eator, Derby April 30 Hooton, Nottingham 
FROGGATT, MAkY, Derby, May 2 Jones & Middleton, Cnestertield : . 
GOODLIFFZ, WILLIAM FREDERIC, Bournemouth April 28 Priston & Francis, Bourne- 
mouth 
GorRE, FRANCES EMMA, Ospringe, Kent 
HACK, Ei EANOR BAILEY, Chiswick April 25 
HARSANT, JOSEPH GEORGE, Bournemouth 
mouth 
Heap, ANNE, Great Ouseburn, York's 
Hick, ALLAN, Wath upou Dearne, Yorks, Chemist 
Dearne 
Hick, MARY, Wath upon Dearne, Yorks May1 
HUMPHREYS, MARY ¢ LEANOR, Cheetham Hill, Manchester 
Manchest r 
JACKSON, SARAH, Leeds, Dressmaker 
JONES, ALEXANDER, Camdenrd May 9 


April29 Woolcott & 


April 20 Snow & Co, Great St Thomas 


Monier-Williams & Co, Great 


April 30 Ramsden & Co, Graceehurch st 
Meredith & Mills, New sq 
April 28 Preston & Francis, Bourne- 
Mav 14 «Dale, Knaresborough 

Mayl1 Nicholson & Co, Wath upon 


Nicholson & Co, Wath upon Dearne 
April25 Lancashire & Co, 


May 6 Denison, Leeds 
Harris & Co, tinsbury sq 


LEWIS, SARAH ANN, Landor rd, Stockwell April 15 Barres, Moorgate st 
LLOYD, GE -RGE HERBERT, Kastbourne May 18 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 


LonG, EDWIN, College cres, Hampstead, Umbrella Manufacturer May 30 Chester & Co, 
Bedford 1ow 

LOWTHER, JOHN, Newcastle on Tyne 

MACDONALD, JULIA, South st, Park In 
Cannon st 

MACLEAN, HUGH WILLIAM, Weymouth April 28 Preston & Francis, Bournemouth 

MARCK, ALBERT GEORGE, Southampton April 26 Emanuel, Southampton 

MATTHEWS, WILLIAM PHILLIPS, Ealing, Middix June 1 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford row 

MUDDYMAN, ALFRED, Kings Heath, tira ingham June 24 Rigb-y & Co, Birmingham 

PAPE, Ropext, Beverley Yorks, Stonemason May 1 Payn & Payne, Hull 

PEAR ON, JULIA EpitH, Worthing April 30 Rawle & Co. Bedford row 

POMEROY, MAKION VINER, Southend on Sea April 21 Houghton & Co, Southend on 
Sea 

PorTrer, CATHERINE, Albany st, St Pancras } 

REYNOL 8, ARABELLA, Bournemout., April 28 Pres on & Francis, Bo rnemouth 

RILEY, JAMES ARTHUR, Halifax, Gun Dealer May2 Boocock & ~on, Halifax 

ROBINSON, CHARLES, Bradfo d, Dyer April 24 Farrar & C , Bradford 

ROLLA-ON, EMMA, Birmi- cham April3!' Jeffery & Co, Birmingham 

SAUNDERS, LOUIS MARIA MATILDA, Croydon April 20 Booth, Croydon 


Beckton, Carlisle 


Apri! 28 , 
Elkin & Henriques, Salters’ Hall ct, 


May8 





April 27 Jupp, Lime st 





SAUNDERS, WILLIAM, Dartmouth rd, Brondesbury April24 Lowe & Co, Temple _—— 
SENDALL, JAMES BARSHAM, Jaaburgh, No:folk, Draper April 24 Preston & Son, Nor 
wich 
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Doneaster 


SLEIGHTHOLME, HERBERT BILLIATT, Ki:ton in Lindsey, Lincs April25 Taylor & Capes, HOWARD, THEODORE, Bickley, Kent May 2 Greenip & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
HUNT, ANNIE, Daffield, Derby April 30 Moore, Derby 


SMART, FRANCIS Gray, Tunbridge Wells April 30 Fiux & Co, Great St Helens 


HUNTINGTON, R: BERT, Quernmore, Lancs, Joiner April 18 Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 


10¥¥, GHRALD, Prince George rd, Stoke Newington, Diamond Broker April 30 Watkins HURD, FRANCIS JOHN, Bristol April27 Perham & Sons, Bristol 
KERSHAW, JOHN CLIFFORD. Torquay May5 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 


& Co, South aq, Gray’s inn 


TULLOW, WILLIAM. Tarporley, Cheshire April 28 Caw ey, Tarporley 

| URBERVILLE, Jovcg, Linton, Herefori April 27 Langley Smith & Son, Gloucester 
TCRNER, GEORGE WILES, Upwell.Cimbridre May 25 Welchman & Dewing, Wisbech 
TWEMLOW, SARAH JANS, Llandudno April 30 Barrow & Co, Manchester 

WARREN, SARAH, Scarborough Mayl1 Birdsall & Co, Scarborough 


WATSON, ARTHUR EDWARD, Newcastle upon Tyne, Architect April 27 Rhagg, New- fields 
MICHELL, JAMES ALFRED, JP, Devonshire pl! May 11 Greenwell & Co, Berne s st 


castle upon Tyne 


WEBB, CHARLES, Sheringham, Norfolk, Stock Exchange Dealer April 30 Ramaden & 


Co, Gracechurch st 


WELUINGHAM, ARTHUR, Beccles, Suffolk, Farmer April 25 Milis & Reeve, Norwich 
WILSON, ELI, Bradford, Brush Manutacturer April 30 Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar 31. 


| KIRBY, ELLEN BARKER, Richmond, Surrey June 1_ Newman & Bond, B.urnsley 
LUKIE, MARY ANN, Dorking May8 Hilder & Co, Jermyn st 

MARTIN, ELIZABETH, Eeton, Northampton April 30 Phipps, Northampton 
MASON, CHARLES WILLIAM, Liverpool, Car Proprietor May 18 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
MAY, PHILIP, Oseney cres, Kentish Town April 30 J H & J Y Johnson, Lincoln's inu 


MIREHOUSE, JOHN, Loweswater, Cumberland May 11 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 


MOORE, WILLIAM JAMES RENDALL, Southend on Sea, Solicitor May 2 Millar & Co, 


PEACOCK, ROGER, Seaforth, 


ALBERT, JULIUS OTTO, Tooting, Turf Commission Agent April 30 Burton & Son, bard st 
RIPLEY, JAMES, Mayfield, Derby, Farmer April 30 Boardman & Barritt, Manchest -r 


Streatham High rd 
B 
b 
b 
( 


Chelmsfo:d 


CHITTTENDEN, EDMUND BARROW, Wes’ Malling, Kent April 16 Brennan & Brennan, 


Maidstone 


CooKSON, FREDERICK THOMAS, Dartmouth Park hl May 4 Mann & Crimp, Essex st 
CROXTON, FRANCES ANN, Benson, Oxford April 30 Hobson & Co, Redditch 
CuritT, RoBERT, Sneinton, Nottingham, Coal Merchant 


tingham 


ARRACLOUGH, ELLEN, Bradford Mayl Farrar & Co, Bradford 
ADBURY, Many, Newport, Mon Mayl Dauncey & Sons, Newport, Mon 


DAND, JOHN TATE, Acklington, Northumberland, Farmer 


DINGLEY, LEONARD, Bournemouta May 1 Gem & C>, Birmingham 

FERGUSON, JOHN, Chilworth, Surrey,CMG Junel Carter & Swallow, Carey st 
FOWLER, MARIA JANE, Burnet, Herts May 2 Smith & Co, Joha st, Bedford row 
FREEBORKOUGH, BENJAMIN, sheffield, Estate Agent May 16 
GILLIAT, LOUISA ANNE FANNY, Princes gate May 7 Hills & Co, Queen Anne's gate 


Westminster 
GOODMAN, Percy, Bath Apri! 20 Wynne, Bath 


GREENHALGH, MARTHA ELLEN, Holton May 25 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster Office 
HakBY, THOMAS, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturer 


halon 


HARTLEY, SARAH ANN, Manchester April30 Minor & Co, Manchester 
HARVEY, JOHN, Bemburgh, Northumberland, Farmer May 12 Wm «& B Whitehead, 


terw vk upon Tweec 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, March 27. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ACKROYD, JosEPH, Bradford, Fish Salesman April 4 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

ALTY, RoBEert, Anfield, Liverpool, Fruiterer April 7 at 
12 Of Rec, Union Marine bldgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

jonG, WILLIAM THOMAS, Cromer st, Gray's ian rd April 
6at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BOTTOMLEY, BENJAMIN HARGREAYES, tradford, Labourer 
Apriié at ill Off Rec, 12, Dukest, Bradford 

BROOKS, JOSEPH HENRY, Gelli Ystrad, Glam, Pipe Fitter 
April 6 at 11.15 Of Ree, St Catherine's chmbrs, st 
Catherine st, Ponty; ridd 

BURNSE, JONATHAN, Kirkby Tnore, We tmorland, Coal 
Merchant Apri! 4 at 11.80 Of Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 
Barrow in Furness 

CAKRASIC, JOHN, Liverpool, Tailor April 8 at at 12 Off 
Kec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

CORCORAN, CUTHBERT, Biradale, Southport, Nurseryman 
April 8 at 11 Off Kec, Union Ma.ine bl igs, 11, Dale 
st, Liverpool 

COX, UBORGE CHARLES, Lydney, Glos, Baker April 4 at 
1l Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

DANKS, CHARLES, Batterses, Journalist April 6 at 11 
Bavkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

ELIAS, WILLIAM ALFRED, Liverpool, Barrister at Law 
April7 at 11 Off Rec, Union Marine blugs, 11, Dale 
st, Liverpool 

FARMER, HAROLD HaRDyY, and FRANCIS HENRY CLARKE, 
Nottingham, Timber Merchants April 8 at 11 Uff 
Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottiogham 

HARKNESS, JOSEPH ROBERT, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, 
Draughtsman April 8 at liso Uff Rec, Court 
ehmors, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

JEHU, JAMES VAVInS, Mark In, Solicitor April 6 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

KINGSTON, ARTHUR, Manchester, Advertising Agent 
April 6 at 3.30 Off Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 

LAMBERT, AKTHUR, Bridiington, Vraper April7at4 Off 
Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

LEARNED, PERoy, Piccadilly, Compiny Director April 7 
at 12 Ba kruptey bidgs, Carey st 

MOKIE, DAVID REED, South Siiields, Grocer April 7 at 11 
Uff Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle up u Tyne 

MILLER, CHARLES, Dorchester, General Dealer April 4 
at 12.30 Off Rc, City chmbs 

MILNES, GEORUE BLAMIRES, Bradford, Draper April 4 
at ll Otf Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

MOLLER, HeNkyY THeODURE, Levenshuime, Manchester, 
Insurance Official Apriléat3 Off tec, 19, Exchange 
st, Bolton 

MoopbyY, FRANK, Salmons in, Limehouse, Butcher April 7 
atll Binkcuptecy bidgs, Carey st 

MORGAN, JOHN THOMAS, Newport, Mon, Butcher April 6 
atll Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

OLORENSHAW, THOMAS BLOXHAM, Wealdswne, Middlx, 
Grocer April6atll 14, Bedford row 

PIPER, HERBERT, Blythburgh, Walberswick, Miller April 
4atl Off Rec, 8, King .t, Norwich 

SHARPLES, JAMES HERBERT, Bolton, Joiner April 6 at 11 
Off Rec, 19, Excuange st, Boiton 

STREET, HENRY, Oliham, Motor Factor April 7 at 11.30 
Off Kec, Greaves st, Oldham 

TOWNSEND, JOHN Kishor, Dunster 
Hammet st, Taunton 

VASSAY,| WALTER, Birbeck pl, West Dulwich, Grocer 
April8atil Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 


April6é at 3.15 2 


| VASSAY, WALTER, Birkbeck pl, West Dulwich, Grocer 





April 23 Hilliard & Ward, 
hall st 


ells 


April 20 Cheesman, Not- STOKES, THOMAS WILLIAM, 
May 12 Webb, Morpeth 
st, Strand 


Slater, Sheffield 
Carey st 


Bassishaw House, Basinghall st y 
OLIVER, EMMA ANN, Gunter grove, (he'’sea May t Sanders, Lincoln's inn fields 


Lancs May7 Holden & Co, Liverpool 


PLATT, HERBERT EDWYN, Porchester sq, Bayswater May 4 stephenson & Co, Lom- 


ROBINSON, ARTHUR. New Malden, Surrey May 5 Dion & Soa, Gres am bldgs 
R ROWE, FREDERICK HENRY WING, Little Queen st, Mir, lebone May 7 Jackson, Far.- 
URT, HENRY WEEKS, Swanwge, Dorset April 20 Slade & Son, Swanage ham ' 
ASTLEDINE, WILLIAM, Writtle, Essex, Veterinary Surgeon SALKELD, ALICE, Shortlands, Kent April 30 Reed & Reed, Guildhall cimbrs, Basing- 
SAVAGE, CATHERINE, Tunbricge Wells April28 Bretherton & Murton-Neale, Tunbridge 


Simon, ELLEN JANE, Bigrigg, Egremont, Cumberlind May 5 Suter, Liverpool 
SMITH, MARY ANN, Dore, Derby May 2 Branson & Son, Sheffield 


Birmingham May 1 Gem & Co, Birmingham 


STREET, IRWIN BRIDLE, Chelmsford April 23 Hiliard & Ward, Chelmsford 
STRICKLAND, ALGERNON AUGUSTINE DE LILLE, Tewkesbury May1 ‘Tylee & Co, Es:ex 


SumMMERs, HENRY ALBERT, Loughton, Essex May 23 Rydon, Cornhill : 
SWALLOW, JAME3; Dopp, Clareuce rd, Clapham Park, MD June 1 Carter & Swallow, 


TYRRELL, ANNIE SARLL, Folkestone May1 Haines, Folkestone : 
WATSON, JAMES, and MARTHA ELIZABETH WATSON, Ramsgate and Folkestone 


April 9 Williams, Long 
needle st 
WIENCKE, DIETRICH MENO 


respectively April 25 Stenning & Vo, Tonbridge 
WEEKES, BARTHOLOMEW, Holland Park av, Solicitor 


April 30 Mosely, Thread 


LEOPOLD, Newcastle upon Tyne May 12 Wilkinson & 


Marshall, Newcastle upon Tyne 


WILLIAMSON, JULIAN HUMPHREY KENDALL, Ripon May 7 Hills & Co, Queen Anne's 
HEWITT, MARIA JANE, South Shields May13 Newlands & Newlands, South Shields gate 


VAUGHAN, LIzzIgE ANN, Chester, Grocer April 4 at 11 30 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

WILLIAMS, FRANK CHARLES, Willesden Green, Butcher 
April 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woop, Louisa, Dewsbury, Yorks April4at 11 Off Rec, 
Bank cumbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 2 
ACKROYD, JOSEPH, Bradford, Fruit Salesman Bradford 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 
Ord Mar 


SULTON, MARY, Oxford Oxford Pet Mar 14 
24 


BOTTOMLEY, BENJIMAN HARGREAVES, BradforJ, Joiner's 
Labourer Bradford Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

BRASSINGTON, MATIHEW, Ashton under Lyne, Salt 
Dealer Ashton under Lyne Pet Mar 4 Ord Mar 23 

Brook, NAYLOR, Morley, Yorks, Hosier Dewsbury Pet 
Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

BROOKS, JOSEVH HENRY, Gelli Ystrad, Glam, Pipe Fitter 
Pontypridd Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

COATES, WILLIAM HENRY, Salford, Lancs, Chauffeur 
taltord Pet Mar25 urd Mar 25 

COTIN, CHARLES CLEMENT, Denmark st, Charing Cross rd, 
vrnamental Hair sMauufacturer , High Court Pet 
Feb 4 Ord Mar 24 

DUPE«RE, J M G Max, Great N-wport st, Commiss!on 
Agent High Court Pet Jan 29 O:d Mar:4 

FOLKARD, NOAH, Scarborough, Tailor scarborough Pet 
Marl6 ‘ri Mar 24 

GARFORTH, BETTY, and BERTHA WHITEHEAD, Manchester 
Manchester Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 25 ‘ 

GILLISON, HARKY, Hightown, Manchester, Pawnbroker 
Salford Pet Mar2s ord Mar 23 

HARRIS, WILLIAM, and StTkPHEN HARRIS, Nash, Bucks, 
Grocers Bauvury Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Hvupston, JOHN, Chilweil, Notts, Lacs Mauufacturer 
Notiingh m Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

HUMPHREYS, LEWIS, Newtown, Mongomery, Baker New- 
town Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

JONES, WILLIAM, Penryheol, nr Gorseinon, Collier Swan- 
sea Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 25 

LAMBERT, ARTHUR, Bridlington, Draper Scarborough 
Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 

LINES, FRANK, Flear de Lis, Mon, Baker Tredegar Pet | 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 25 

MAGK*E, WILLIAM, Bath, Restaurant Manager Bath Pet 
Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

MASKERY, WILLIAM, Erdington, Warwick, Machine 
Painter Birmingham Pet Mar ‘4 Ord Mar 24 

MCKI&£, DAVID REED, Harton, near South Shields, Grocer } 
Newe.stle upon Tyne Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

MILLER, CHARLES, Dorchester, General Dealer Dorchester 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

MILNES, GEORGE BLAMIRES, Bradford, Draper Bradford 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

OLORENSHAW, THOMAS, Wealdstone, Middlx, Grocer St 
Albins Pet Feb 27 Ord Mar 24 

PALETHORPE, HENRY JOHN, Leeds, Solicitor Leeds Pet 
Mar 4 Ord Mar v3 

POWELL, GEORGE SPARKES, Stroud, Glos, Baker Gloucester 
Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 23 

SAVAGE, ALICE, Swaffham, Norfolk King’s Lyon Pet Mar 
23 urd Mar 23 

THOMPSON, CHARLES, Leices6er Leicester Pet Mar 23 
Ord Mar 23 | 


High Court Pet Mar24 Urd Mar 24 
WEEDALL, JOHN WILLIAM, Winsiord, Cheshire, Painter 
and Decorator Nantwich Pet Mar 25 Urd Mar 25 
WILLIAMS, FRANK CHARLES, Willesden Green, Butcher 
High Court Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 23 





WILLIAMS, ROBERT ERNEST, Southport, Journeyman 
Painter Liverpo»l Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Woop, Loutsa, Dewsbury, Yorks Dewsbury Pet Mar 24 
Ord Mar 24 

WoopHousE, HaRRy, Fareham, Hants, Butcher Ports- 
mouth Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 








Amended Noticesubstituted for that published in the 
London Gaeette of Mar 24 


CaRrasic, JOHN, known as JOHN JACKS, Liverpool 
Tailor Liverpool Pet Mar21 Ord Mar 21 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, March 31. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BINNES, MARK, Manchester, Furnitvre Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Feb 12 OU:d Mar 26 

CLARKE, ROBERT BARLOW, Barnoldswick, Yorks Cotton 
Cloth Manufacturer Bradford Pet Mar 26 Ord 
Mar 26 

DAVies, ANNIE OWEN, Llandudno Bangor Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar 27 

DENrITH, CHARLES FinLow, Crewe, Joiner Nantwich 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar Zs 

EDWARDS, DAVID, Neath, Fish Merchant Neath Pet Mar 
23 Ord Mar 28 

EVANS, FRANK, Maesteg, Glam, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 24 

GREEN, OSWALD, Leeds, Automobile Eng:neer Leeds Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Mar 27 

HEYoocK, CHRISTOPHER R&ES, Blaengarw, Glam, Master 
Painter Cardiff Pec Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

HIULs, ELLEN Mary, Cromwell rd, Queen’s Gate High 
Court Pet Feb 12 Oru Mar 27 

JosEy, JOHN, Slough, Bucks, Baker Windsor Pet Mar 27 
Ord sar 27 

Joy, JULIA ELIZABETH, Neath Neath Pct Mar 27 Ord 

Mar 27 

MANSELL, W J, Chudleigh rd, Crofton Park, Bookbinder 
High Court Pet Feo 27 Ord Mar 25 

MILNER, ANN, and JOHN MILNER, Cowesby, nr Thirsk, 
Yorks, Farmers Northallerton Pet Mir 26 Ord Mar 
08 


26 

MILNES, GEORGE, William -horpe, nr Chesterfeld, Farmer 
Coestertield Pet Mar2s Ord Mar 2 . 

NEED, THOMAS EpWaAkbD, Gloucester, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

OLIPHANT, HARRY DuNCAN, Holmewood gdns, Brixton 
hill, Matieter’s Manager Waudsworth Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar 27 

VEARSON, WILLIAM, Leeds, Tobacconist, Leeds Pet 
Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

PEDvER, Epwarp J, Lynmouth, Devon, Barnstaple Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Mar 27 

PENN, HAROLD DuNsTAN, Dorking, Surrey, Cigarette 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Mar2 Ord Mar 23 

READ, CHARLES EpwIin, Hythe, Kent, Gardener Canter- 
bury Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 ? 

SALISBURY, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet Mar 23 Urd Mar 28 . 

SHILLAKER, LEWIS WILLIAM, Nottingham, Grocer, Not- 
tingham Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 ‘ 

SMITH, GEORGE 1! HOMAS, Brighton, Leather Seller Brigh- 
tun Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 

THUDICHUM, GEORGE DuPkk, Paignton, Roarding House 
Keeper Exeter Pet Mar 27 urd Mar 27 

WINEGARTEN and SCHACKMAN, Bishopsgate, Wholesale 
Manufacturing Furriers High Court Pet Mar 4 
Ord Mar 26 fl 

WoopHAM, JOHN, Selborne, Alton, Hants Winchester 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 
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Amended Notices substituted for those published in the | 


London Gazette of Mar 27: 
BorG, WILLIAM THOMAS, Cromer st,GraysInnrd High 
court Pet Mar 2 Ord Mar 23 
MasKuky, WILLIAM, Erdington, Warwick Mac ine 
Paioter Birmiagham Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BROOK, NAYLOR, Morley Yorks, Hosier April8at 3 Off | 


: Rec, Bank chmbrs, Cor oration st, Dewsbury 

CLARKE, ROSERT BARLOW, Barn sidswick Yorks, Cotton 
Cloth Maaufacturer Aprii 9 at 11.3) Off Rec 
Byrom st, Manchester 3 

CoaTés, WILLIAM HENRY, Salford, Chauffeur April 9 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


CoRBEIT, FRANK LEsTsR, Nailsea Somerset, Builder | 


__ April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, bristol 

FIELD, CHARLES EDWIN, Oulton Broad, Suffolk, Photo- 

i grapher April8 at 4 Oi Rec, 8, King st, Norwich . 

GARFORTH, Berry, and BerTHA WHITEHEAD, Manchester 

j April 5 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Minchester 

GILLISON, HARRY, Manchester, Pawabroker April 9 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

GREEN, U3WALD, Leeds, Automobile Engineer April 
9 at Il Off Rec, 24, Boud st, L2e is 

HILLs, ELLEN MARY, Cromwell rd, Queens gate April 8 
atl bBankcuptecy bidgs, Varey st 

HOPKINS, RICHARD M, Plymouth April 8 at 3.15 7 
Buckland ter Plymouth 

HUMPHREYS, LEWis, Newtown, Montgomery, Baker 
April 22 at 10.30 1, High st, Newtown 


JONES, WILLIAM, Absrystwyth, Builder AprilSat2 4, | 


Baker st, Aberystwyth 

LAWRENOS, ANDREW, CarJiff, Photographer April 9 at 11 
117, St Mary st, Cardiff . 

LE HvuQvet, JEAN, Cardiff, Fruit Salesman April 8 at 
ll 117,S5t Mary st, Cardiff 

LIN «8, FRANK, Fieurdelys, Mon, Baker April 8 at 11 Off 
Re:, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

LONDON, SIMON, Sheffield, Plumber April 8at11.30 Of 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

MAGEE, WILLIAM, Bath, Restaurant Maniger April 8 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 26, Bald »in st, Bristol 

MANSELL, W J, Chudleiga rd, Ceofton Park, Bookbind:r 
April Sat il Bankruptcy bidzs, Carey st 

MASKERY, WILLIAM, Erdington, Warwick, Machine Painter 
April 8 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Naccl, FRANCIS ARTHUR, Cheetham, Manchester April 8 
at3 Olf Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

PEARSON, WILLIAM, Leeds, Cobace mist April 8 at11 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

PENN, HAROLD DUNSTAN, Dorking, Surrey, Cigarette 
Mauufacturer April 8 at 11.3) Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 


SAVAG#, ALICE, Swaffham, Norfolk April 8 at 3.30 Off 


Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

SHEPHERD, JOHN GekorGE, Aberavon, Glam, Labourer 
April 9at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's 
8., Swansea 

SMITH, GEORGE THOMAS, Brighton, Leather Seller April 
8at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlboroush pl, Brighton 

STUBBS, WILLIAM HENkKY, Kilnhurst, nr Rotherham, 
yee ed April 8 af 12.30 Off Res, Figtree In, shef- 

el 

THOMPSON, CHARLES, Leicester, Pork Butcher April 8 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, terridge st, Leicester 

THUDICHUM, GeoRGE Dupage, Paignton, Devon, Boarding 
House Keeper April 8 at 12 Oif Rec, 9, Bedford 
ciccus, Exeter 


WE«DALL, JOHN WILLIAM, Winsford, C ester, Painter 


April 9at iz Off Rec, King 8., Newcastle, staifs 

WILLIAMS, ROBERT ERNEST, Souonport, Jouraeyman 
Painter april 8 avz.30 Off Rec, Uniou Marine bidygs, 
11, Dale st, Liverpool 

WINEGARTEN and SCHACKMAN, Bishopsgate, Wholesale 
Mauufacturing Furriers April 8 12.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Woovoock, Tom MurRRAyY, Sheffield, Electrical Engineer 
Aprits at 12 Uff Res, Figtree la, Sheffield 

WoopHouse, Harry, Fareham, Hants, Bucher April 9 
at3 Uambridge ju ciiva, digh st, Portsmouth 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 


CAMPBELL-MurRpooH, HUGH, Stepney High Court Pet 
May 1 Ord Mar 25 


CLARKE, ROBERT BARLOW, Birno!ldswick, Yorks, Cotton 
Cloth Manufacturer Bradford Pet Mar 26 Ord 
| Mar 26 
DAVI4S, ANNIE OWEN, Llandudno Bangor Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar 27 
DENTITH, CHARLES FINLOW, Crewe, Joiner Nantwich 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 
DIAMANDIS, THEODORE, Birchwood av, Muswell Hill, 
Tobicco Mercaant High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord 
Mar 26 
| DIMMOcK, ARTHUR LIONEL, and THOMAS ALFRED 'JOHN 
WaYATT, Victoria st, Boot Dealers High Court Pet 
Feb21 Ord Mar 26 J 
DOWNES, WILLIAM THoMas, Craven Arms, Salop, Black- 
smith Leominster Pet Feb 6 Ord Mar 26 
EDWARDS, Davip, Neath, Fish Merchant Neath Pet 
Mar 28 Ord Mar 238 
FARMER, HAROLD HARDY, and FRANOIS HENRY CLARKE, 
Nottingaam, Timber Merchancs Nottingham Pet 
Mur6 Ord Mar 23 
AEYOoCK, CHRISTOPHER ReES, Blaengarw, Glam, Master 
Painter Cardiff Pep Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 
JONES, WILUIAM, Aberystwyth, Builder, Aberystwyth 
Pet Mar 23 Urd Mar 26 
JOSEY, JOHN, Slough, Bucks, Baer Windsor Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar z7 
JOYE, HAROLD CARNELLEY, Charterhouse st, Company 
Director High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Mar 27 
MCKAY, ALEXANDER, Uvington st, Brompton rd High Court 
vet Jan 24 Ord Mar 27 
MILNER, ANN, and JOdN MILNER, Cowesby, nr Thirsk, 
Farmers Norchalierton Pet Mar26 Ovd Mar 26 
MILNES, GZORGE, Williamthorpe, nr Chesterfield Farner 
Chesterfieid Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 
NEED, THOMAS EDWARD, Gloucester, Farmer Gloucester 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 28 
OLIPHANT, HARRY DUNCAN, Holmewood gdns, Brixton 
Hill, Maltster’s Manager Wandsworth Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar 27 
P&AR-ON, WILLIAM, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds Pet Mar 
26 Ord Mar 26 
READ, CHARLES EvwWIiNn, Hythe, Kent, Gardener Canter- 
bury Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 
SALISBURY, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet Mar v8 Ofd Mar 28 
SHAWCROSS, PERCY CROMPTON, Manchester Liverpool 
Pet Jau 15 Ord Mar 26 
SHILLAKER, LEWIS WILLIAM, Nottingham, Grocer Not- 
tingham Pet Mar zs Ord Mar 2s 
| STORMONT, ARTHUR WELLS, Greav Winchester st, Financier 
High Vouct Pet Fev 10 Ord Mar 23 
| THUDICHUM, GEORGE DupReE, Paignton, Boarding house 
Keeper Exeter Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 
TOWNSEND, JOHN BISHOP, Dunster, Somerset Taunton 
Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 27 
WOODHAM, JOHN, Alton, Hants Winchester Pet Mar 28 
Ord Mar 28 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazatte of Mar 24: 
| KIRKPATRICK, HARRY FEARNLEY, Belgrave rd, Gentleman 
High Court Pet Oct y Ord Mar 20 


London Gazette—FRIDAY April 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


AINSWORTH, OSWALD, and EDWARD VicroR AINSWORTH, 
Otley, Yorks, Cio.niers Leeds Pet Mar 30 Ura 
Mar yo 

ASHTON, WILLIAM ADAM, Holloway ri High Court Pet 
Decl0 Ord Mar 41 

BAZZARD, FRANK DowsoN, Swansea, Coal Exporter 
Swansea Pet Mars) Ord Mar 30 

BICKHAM, [THOMAS EpGAR, Newlyn East, Cornwall, 
Blacksm th Truro Pet Mars0 Ord Mar 30 

BINNY, STEWART 3., Sandhurst, Berks, Major Reading 

| Pet Mar5 Ord Mar s0 

| BRADMAN, NATHAN, Brick In. Spitalfiells, General 

| Cabinet Manufacturer High Court Pet Mar 30 Ord 

Mar 30 

| BURNELL, RopertT NORMAN, Walbrook, Estate Agent 

Higa Coure Pet Dec ly Ord Mar 31 

| CARMICHAEL, JOHN CHARLES, and JosEPH PARKIN GED- 
LING, Bootle, Lancs, Timber Merchants Liverpool 
Pet.Mar 80 Ord Mar 3u 


| 





CHARTER, ROBERT HENRY, Kingston upon Hull, General 
Dealer Kingston upon Hall Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Conpig, A & Co, Birmingham, Factora Birmingham 
Pet Mar9 Ord April 1 3 

DAUBNEY, GgeorGk HENRY, Sibsey, Lincoln, Tailor 
Boston Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Davis, ALBERT, Old st, Fiasbury, 
High Court Fet Mar 9 Ord Mar 81 

DAY, PERCY LENG, Wakefield, Clerk Wakefield Pet Mar 
30 Ord Mar 30 

Dyson, HENRY RotHery, Wakefield, Boot Repairer 
Wakefield Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Forper, ERNEST, Winchester, Nurseryman Winchest-r 
Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 31 

FORSEY, WILLIAM JOHN, St Philip's, Bristol, Butcher 
Bristol Pet Mar3l Ord Mar 31 

Fort NAM, Horack, Darlaston, Staffs, Fish Dealer, Wal- 
sall Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

GorD ON, HENRY GORDON WOLRIGE, Llandrindod Wells 
Newtown Pet Mar 20 Ord April 1 

GRABURN, WALTER, Cleevhorpes, Baker Great Grimsby 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

Gurr, GeorGs WILLIAM, Tonbridge, Kent, Coal Merchant 
Tunbridge Wels Pet Mari6 Ord Mar 30 

HANDY, HERBERT, Newport, Mon, House Furnisher 
Newport, Mon Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 30 

Hockey, JOHN, Portsmouth, Chief Electrical Artificer 
Por.smouth Pet April 1 Ord April 1 

HOPKINS, ERNEST BRYNMOR, Pontyp.idd, Tailor Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Hunt, EDMUND, Ripley, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet 
Mar 13 Ord Mar 31 

KYTE, ROBERT GEORGE, Dynas Powis, Glam, Commercial 
Traveller Cardiff Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

LILLEY, JOSEPH JACKSUN, Leeds, Fruit and Potato Mer- 
chant Leeds Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 3L 

MANDEVILLE, JOSEPHINE, Moscowvrd, Bayswater High 
Court Pet Jan29 Ord April 1 

MATHISON, Henry, Liverpool, Corn Broker Liverpool 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 31 

Morris, JOHN JONAH, Gwaun cae gurwen, Glam, Collier 
Neath Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

MUNDAY, EpWARD, Norwich, Coach Builder Norwich 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

NEWBERY, WALTER, Midford, Somerset, Carpenter Bath 
Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 30 

NEWBY, THOMAS MARCHANT, jun, York, Drysalter York 
Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 23 

OrRIN, LEONARD ERNest, Great Raddow, Bootmaker 
Chelusford Pet Mar 3i Ord Mar 31 

OUGHTON, ROBERT JORDAN, Spennymoor, Durhim, Tailor 
Durham Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 3u 

PEARSON, THOMAS, West Hartlepool, Coal Merchant 
Sunderland Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

PERCY, WILLIAM HAROLD ‘TOLLEY, Plymouth, Boot 
Kepairer Plymouth Pet Mar3l Ord Mar 31 

PHILLIPS, KR, & Co, Kings'and rd, Grocers High Court 
Pet Mar 10 Ord April i 

PIKE, THOMAS, Aylesbeare, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 
Mar 17 ord April 1 

Rop@Ers, Percy, Nottingham, Drysalter Nottingham 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

SHEPHERD, ERNEST TEBAY, Bury Bolton Pet Mar 31 
urd Mar 31 

Stmpsuon, JoHN, Russell sq, Patentee High Court Pet 
Marl Ord Mar #0 

SPALL, J E, Gresham st, Silk Merchant High Court Pet 
Mar i9 Ord Mar 3) 

STANSFIELD, ELIZABETH, Glossop, Derby Ashton under 
Lyne Yet Aprill Ord April lL 

WALTUN & Co, Manchester, shippers Manchester Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Mar 30 

WHITE, JAME3, Vld Whittington, Derby, Licensed Vic- 
tualer Chesterfield Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Wuits, W J, Catford, Kent, Grocer, High Court Pet Mar 
13 Ord Mar 30 

WILD, JAMES KDWIN, Bolton, Mutor Engineer Bolton 
Pet. April 1 Ord April L 

WILKINS, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Penrith, Licensed Victualler 
Carlisle Pet Mar 80 Ord Mar 





Company Director 
8 





30 

WILLIAMSON, EpWaRbD CAMIDGE, Bridlington, Engineer 
Kingsto. upon Huil Pet Mar3l Ord Mar 31 

WINSLAvE, W, Horsham, Sussex, Contractor Brighton 
Pet Mar13 urd Mar 30 

YOUNG, CHARLES, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer Luto" 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, MOoOORGATE! 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 


SrRsuaET, LOmNMwpDow, 


2.O. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. ; 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision ef the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent oa 


application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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FIRST MEETINGS, 

AINSWORTH, OSWALD, and EDWARD VIcTOR 
Otley, Yorks,Clothiers April 16 at 11.30 
tond st, Leeds 

ASHTON, WILLIAM ADAM, Holloway rd 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BAZZARD, FRANK Dowsosx, Swansea, Coal Exporter 
April 16 at 11 Off Rec, Government bicgs, St Mary 
it, Swansea 

BRADMAN, NATHAN, 
Cabinet Manufaccurer 
bidgs, Carey st 

BURNELL, ROBERT NORMAN, Walbrook, Estate 
April i7at LL Bankruptey b'des, Carey st 

CHAR?ER, Rospert HENRY, Kingston upon Hull, General 
Vealer April 15 a6 11.30 Of Kec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

DAVIS, ALBERT, ¢/id st, Finsbury, Company Director 
7at 1130 Baukruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Percy LENG, Wakefield, Clerk April 16 at 10.30 

Off Ree, 21, King?st, Wakefield 

DENTITH, CHARLES FINLOW, Crewe 
Off Rec. King st, Ne «castle, Staffs 

Dyson, Henry Rotugry, Waketield, Boot Repairer 
April 16at 11 Off Ree, 21, King st, Wakefield 

FORDER, ERNEST, Winchester, Nurseryman April 
ll Corn Exchange, Winches’ er 

FoRTNAM, HORACK, Varlaston, Staffs, Fish Dealer April 
16atl2 Off Rec, 39, Lichfield st, Wolverhampton 

Guer, Grorak WILLIAM, Tonbridge Coal Merchant 
April 15at12 Off Rec, 12a, Marlb »rongh pl, Brighton 

Hopkins, ERNEST BRYNMR, Pontypridd, Tailor Apr 15 
atit.15 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs St Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

HivupstTon, JOHN 
April 16 at 
tinghan 

LILLEY, JOSEPH JACKSON, Leeds, Wholesale Fru't Mer- 
chant April16 atill Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

MANDEVILLE, JOSEPHINE, Moscow rd, Bayswater April 16 
at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MORGAN, JosiaH, Cardiff April 17 at 12 
st, Cardiff 

Newsy, THOMAS MARCHANT, fun, York, Drysalter 
sats Off Rec, The Rei House, Duncombe pl, York 

OLIPHANT, HARRY DUNCAN, Holmewood gdns, Brixton 
Hill, Maitster'’s Manager April 14 at 11 132, York 
rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Pepper, EowARD JAMES, Lynmouth, Devon 
2.30 94, High st, Barnstaple 

PHILLIPS, KR, & Co, Kingsland rd, Grocers 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

POWELL, GRORGE SPARKES, Strout, Glos, 
at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, vloucester 

SALISBURY WILLIAM, Birmingham, Baker 
11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 
ingham 

Simpson, JOHN, Russell 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SPALL, J RB, Gresham st, Silk Merchant 
Hankruptcy bidgs, C urey st 

Whuitr, W J, Catford, Kent, 
Baukruptey bidgs, Carey st 

WINSLADE, W, Broadbridge 
April 15 at 11.30 
Brighton 


AINSWORTH, 
Otf Ree, 24, 


April 17 at 


Brick In,* Spitalfields, 
April 16 at 1 


General 


Avent 


April 


Joiner 


April 15 at i2 


15 at 


Chilwell, Notts, 
Off Rec, 4, 


Lace Manufacturer 


11 Castle pl, Park st, Not- 


117, St Mary 


April 


April 15 at 
April 23 at 
Baker 


April 17 at 
st, Birm- 


sq, Patentee April 23 at 11 


April 22 atl 


29 


Grocer April 22 at 12 


Heath, 
Off Rec, 


Sussex, Contractor 
124, Marlborough pl, 


WoopHAM, JOHN, Selborne, Alton, Hants April 15 at 2 | 


Assembly Rooms, Alton 
ADJU DICATIONS. 

AINSWORTH, OSWALD, and EDWarpD VICTOR AINSWORTH, 
Otley, Yorks, Clothiers Leeds Pet Mar 30 
Mar 30 

BAZZARD, FRANK DOWSON, Swansea, 
Swansea Pet Mar 30 Ord April | 

BICKHAM, THOMAS EDGAR, Newlyn 
Blacksmith Truro Pet Mar 30 

SRAPMAN, NATHAN, Brick In, 
Cabinet Manufacturer High Court 
Mar 30 

BRANDON, HENRY THOMAS, Virginia rd, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer 
Ord Mar 30 

BULTEEL, WALTER, Holbeton, Devon, 
Plymouth Pet Feb7 Ord April | 

CARMICHAEL, JOHN CHARLES, and JosEPH 
GEDLING, Bootle, Lancs, Timber Merchants 
Pet Mar 3) Ord Mar 3u 

CHARTER, ROBERT HENRY, Kingston 
General Dealer Kingston upon Hull 
Ord Mar 30 

DAUBNEY, GEORGE HENRY, Sil sey, Lincs, Tailor 
Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Day, Percy LENG, Waketield, 
Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Dyson, HENRY RKotTueEry, 
Wakefield Pet Mar 30 

EVANS, * RANK, Maesteg, Cardiff 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 31 

FORTNAM, HoRrack, Darlaston, Stafford, Fish 
Walsall Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

FORSEY, WILLIAM JOHN, St Philip's, Bristol, Butcher 
Bristol Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

GRABURN, WALTER, Cleethorpes, Baker Great Grimsby 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar >1 

HANDY, HERBEKT, Newport, 
Newport, Mon Pet Mar 27 

HockEy, JOHN, Portsmouth, Chief Electrical 
Portsmouth Pet April 1 Ord Apriil 

Hopkins, ERNEST BRYNMOR, Ponty pridd, Tailor 
pridd Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

Joy, JULAA ELIZABETH, Neath Neath 
Mar 31 

KyYT&, ROBERT GEORGE, Dynas Powis, Glam, Commercial 
Traveller Cardiff Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

LAWFORD, ARTHUR HENRY, Strand High Court 
Jan 20 Ord Apri 1 

LILLEY, JOSEPH JACKSON, Leeds, Wholesale Fruit Mer- 
chant, Leeds Pet Mar 31 ord Mar 31 


Coal Exporter 
Fast, Cornwall, 
Ord Mar 30 

Spitalfields, General 
Pet Mar 30 Ord 


sethnal Green, 
High Court Pet Feb 26 


Racehorse Trainer 


PARKER 


upon Holl, 
Pet Mar 30 


Boston 


Clerk Wakefield Pet 


Wakefield, Boot 
Ord Mar 30 
Glam, Butcher 


Kepairer 
Pet 


Dealer 


Mon, House 
Ord April 1 


Furnisher 
Artificer 

Pocty- 
Pet Mar 27 Ord 


Pet 


12 | 


Baniruptecy 


Bookbinder High Court Pet Feb27 Ord Mar 30 
MARTIN, 4RTHUR, Victoria st, Westminster High Court 


| MANSELL, WILLIAM Jessop, Chudleigh rd, Crofton pk, 
| 
| Ord April 1 


Pet Oct 3 


seath Pet Mar3l Ord Mar 31 

MuNDAY, EpWARD, Norwich, Coachbuilder Norwich 
Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

Nacct, FRANCIS ARTAUR, Manchester 
Feb 28 Ord Mar 30 

NEWBY, THOMAS MARCHANT, junr, York, Drysalter 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 28 

ORRIN, LEONARD ERNEST, Great Paddow, Essex,Bootmaker 
Chelmsford Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 


Pet 
Manchester 


York 


| OUGHTON, ROBERT JORDAN, Spennymour, Dnrham, Tailor 


Durham Pet Mar30 Ord Mar 30 

PEARSON, THOMAS, West Hortlepool, Coal Merchant 
derland Pet Mar 3i Ord Mar 81 

PEASK, ALBERT DAVID, Woodford rd, Forest Gate, Cycle 
Dealer High Court Pet Dec1l Ord April t 

ENN, HAROLD DuNSTAN, Dorking, Surrey, Cigarette 
Manufacturer High Court ‘Pet Mar2 Ord April 1 

PERCY, WILLIAM HAROLD TOLLEY, Plymouth, soot 
Repairer Plymouth Pet Mar sl Ord Mar 31 

Ropers, Percy, Nottingham, Drysalter Nottingham 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

SHEPHERD, ERNEST TesAY, Bury’ Bolton 
Ord Mar 31 

Situ, Geores THOMAS, Brighton, Leather Seller Brigh- 
ton Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 31 

STANSFIELD, ELIZABETH, (lossop, Derby Ashton under Lyne 


Sun- 


Pet Mar 3 





12 | 


April 17 | 


ord | 


Liverpool ‘ 


Pet April l Ord Avril 1 

WuHitk, JAMES, Old Whittington, Derby, Licensed Vict- 
ualler Chesterfield Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

VILD, JAMES EDWIN, Bolton, Motor Engiveer 
Pet Aprill Ord April 1 

WILKINS, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Penrith, Licensed Victualler 
Carlisle Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 

WILLIAMSON, EDWARD CAMIDGE, Bridlinzton, Engineer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 

WINSLADE, W. Horsham, Sussex, Contractor Brighton 
Pet Mar13 O.d Mar 31 

You NG, CHARLES, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet Mar 31 Ord Mar 31 


Bolton 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, April 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| BIGLIN, WALTER ERNEST, Kingston upon Hull, Copper- 
| smith Kingston upon Hull Pet April 3 Ord 
April 3 
BROWN, THOMAS MARTYN, Weston super Mar>, Draper 
Bridgwater PetApril4 Ond april 4 
CLARRE, ERNEST CHARLES, Luton, Beds, Straw Hat 
Manufacturer Luton Pet Aprii3 Ord Aprii 3 
| Copk, HENRY JaMEs, Forton, Staffs, Innkeeper Stafford 
» Pet April 3 Ord Aprii 3 
DAWSON, HERBERT TOWNLEY. Oldham, 
Oldham Pet April3 Ord April 3 
ESDAILE, GEORGK, Manchester Manchester 
Ord April 2 
| EvANs, JOHN, Treherbert, Glam, Milk Vendor Pontypridd 
Pet Mar 24 Ord April 4 
| FEARNLEY, SAMUEL, Mirfield, Carpet Spinner Dewsbury 
Pet April2 Ord April 2 
FooTE, JOHN BENJAMIN, Fe:church st High Court Pet 
Feb2 Ord April 3 
Gek, ATHOL MurkAyY Kemp, Tonbridge st, Euston rd 
High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord April 3 
HANDSCOMBE, GEORGE M, Jerningnam 
High Court Pet Nov 14 ord April3 
HILL, JOHN, Scarborough, Veterinary Surgeon 
borough Pet April 2 Ord April 4 
HOLME4, WALTER, Leeds, Leather Goods Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet .prill Ord April 1 
JEREMY, WILLIAM STEPHEN, Pontyberem, |Carmarthen- 
shire, Colliery Labourer Carmarthen Pet April 3 
Ord April 3 
Jones, THoMAS, jun, Trelowth, St Mewan, Cornwall, 
Butcher Truro Pet April 2 Ord April Zz 
KERK\, GEORGE EVERETT, Stalham, Norfolk, Batcher 
No. wich Pet April 3 Ord Aprils 
| POLLARD, FREDERICK, Baildon, Tailors’ Merchant Leeds 
Pet Aprill Ord April | 
RALPH, KOBERT, Ilfracombe, 
Pe. Apnl4 Ord April4é 
RHODES, THOMAS, Keighley, Cabinet Maker 
Pet April’ Ord April 3 
RHODES, WILLIAM, Sneffield, Coal 
Pet Aprilz Ord April2 
RUNNALLS, JAMES, Victoria st, Agent High Court 
Mar2 Ord April 2 
STAMMERS, THOMAs, Sudbury, Suffolk, General Ware- 
houseman Colchester Pet April3 Ord April 3 
THORPR, HARRY GILPIN, Hemswell, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet Aprill Ord April 3 


FIRST MEETINGS 


} BICKHAM, THOMAS EDGAR, Newlyn East, Cornwall, Black 
smith April I6at12 ft Kec, 12, Princes st, Truro 
| CARMICHARL, JOHN CHARLES, and JOSEPH PARKIN 
{ GEDLING, Bovtle, Lancs, Timber Merchants Ar; ii 16 
| at s Uff Ree, Union Marine bidys, Dale st, Liver- 
} poo. 
DAUBNEY, GEORGE HENRY, Sibsey, Lincs, Tailor April 21 
at2 Off Rec, 44 6, West st, Boston 
DAVIES, ANNIE OWEN, Lianduduo April 16 at 12 
chmnbs, Chester 
Footk, JOHN BENJAMIN, Fenchurch st April 20 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Forsky, WILLIAM JOHN, St Philips, Bristol, Butcher 
| April 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
a, ATHOL MURRAY Kemp, ‘lonbridge st, Euston rd 
April 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
} GORDON, HENRY GORDON WOLRIDGR, Liandrindod Wells, 
—_ 20 at 2.30 Hotel Metropole, Liandrindod, 
ells 
HANDSCOMBE, GEORGE M., Jerningham rd, New Cross 
} April 20 at11 Bankruptcy blugs, Carey st 


Schoolmaster 


Pet Mar 23 


rd, New Cross 


Scar- 


Fishmonger Barnstaple 
Bradford 
Sheffleld 


Pet 


Merchant 


Orypt 


Morris Joun JonAH, Gwaun cae gurwen, Glam, Collier | 
| HEYCOCK, CHRISTOPHER REES, Blaengarw, Glam, Master 





HANDY, HERBERT, Newport, Mon, House Furnisher 
April 15 at11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial +t, Newport, 


Mon 
HARRIS, WILLIAM, and STEPHEN HARRIS, Nash, Bucks, 
Grocers April 16 at 11.30 1, St Aldates, Uxford 
117, 8t Mery st, Caraiff 


Painter April 17at11 


| HILt, JoHN, Scarborough, Veterinary Surgeon April 20 at 
Pet 4 


Off Rec, 48, Westborongh, Scarborough 
Hockey, JOHN, Portsmouth, Chief Electrical Artificer 
April 16 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge jane, High st, 
Portsmouth 
HOLMES, WALTER, Leeds, Leather Goods Manufacturer 
April 17 at 11 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Lecds 
Hunt, EDMUND, Ripley, Derby, Plumber April 15 at 12 
Of Rec, 12, St Pete:’s Churchyard, Derby 
JEREMY, WILLIAM’ STEPHEN, Pontyberem, Carmarthen, 
Colliery Labourer April 2Lat 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Qu-en 
st, Car.:narthen 
Jones, WILLIAM, Penvrheol, nr Gorseinon, Glam, Collier 
April 16 at 12 Off Rec, Goverument bidgs, St Mary's 
st, Swansea 
Josey, JOHN, Slough, Bucks, Baker 
Bedford row 
Joy, JOLIA ELIZABETH, Neath April 17 a 11 
Government bidgs, St Ma y’s st, Swansea 
MATHISON, HENRY, Liverpool, Company Director April 
17 at 11 Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, li, Dale st, 
Liverpool 
Mork&Is, JOHN JONAH, Cwaun cae gurwen, Glam, Collier 
April 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Government bidzs, Ss 
Mary’s st, Swansea 
MUNDAY, EvwarbDj Norwich Coachbuilder April 15 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 4, King st, Norwich 
NEED, THOMAS EDWARD, Gloucester, Farmer 
12 Off Rec, Station rd, Glouces er 
OUGHTON, KOBEKT JORDAN, Spenuymoor, Durham Tailor, 
April 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderiand 
POLLARD, FREDERICK, Bailuon, Yorks, Tailor’s Merchant 
April 17 at 11.80 Off Rec, 24, Boud st, Leeds 
R#opES, THOMAS, Keighley, Cabinet Maker April 15 at 
11 Off Re ,12, Duke st, Bradford 
RODGERS, Percy, Nottiugham, wrysalter April 16 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
LUNNALLS, JAM&S, Victoria st, Agent April 22 at 12.30 
Ba :kruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
SHEPHERD, ERNEST TeBAY, Gury, Lanes, April 17 at 11 
Off Kec, 19, Exchange st, Boiton 
SKINNER, JOHN DANI&L, Ashfo d, 
April 18 at 11.3u 
burv 
THORPE, HARRY GILPIN, Hemswell, Lincs, Farmer 
24 atl2 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 
WILD, JAMES EDWIN, Bolton, Motor Engineer April 17 
at 11.30 Off Rev, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 
WILLIAMSON, EDWARD CAMIDGE, Bridlington, Engineer 
Apriil7 at 11.30 Off Rec, York Ciwy Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 
YouNn@, CHARLES, Luton. Beds, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Ap-i1 16 ac 11.30 Off Rec, ths Parade, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ASHTON, WILLIAM ADAMS, Caledonian rd High Court 
Pet Dec 10 Ord April 4 

BgLi, Eric JAMES, Katou ter, Sloane sq High Court Pet 
Feb2 Ord Mar 31 

BIGLIN, WALTER ERNEST, Kingston upon Hull, Copper- 
smith Kingston upon Hull Pet April 3 Ord april 3 

BorG, WILLIAM THuMAS, Cromer sc, Gray’s Innrd High 
Court Pet Mar2 Ord April 1 

SROWN, THOMAS MARTYN, Weston super Mare, Draper 
Bridgwater Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

BURNELL, KOBERT NuRMAN, Wailbrvok, Estate 
Hign Curt vet Dec19 Ord April 3 

CLARKE, | ERNEST ,CHARLES, Lutou, Keds, Straw Hat 
Manufacturer Luton Vet April3 Ord April 3 

Cork, HENRY JAMES, Forton, Stalis, Innkeeper Stafford 
Pet April3 Ord April3 

DAWSON, HERBERT TOWNL«y, Oldham, Schoolmaster 
ham Pet April3 Ord April 3 

GREEN, OSWALD, Leeds, Automobile fEngineer 
Pet Feb 24 Ord April 3 

GurRR, GEoRGE WILLIAM, Tonbridge, Coal Merchant Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Mar 16 Ord April 2 

HILL, JOHN, Scarborouga, Veterinary Surgeon Scar- 
borough Pet April2 Ord April 2 

Ho“Mes, WALTER, Leeds, Leather Goods Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet Aprill Ord April 1 

HuNT, EDMUND, Ripley, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet 
Mar 18 Ord Aprill 

JEREMY, WILLIAM STEPHEN, Pontyberem, Carmarthen- 
shire, Colliery Lavourer Carmarthen Pet Apiil 3 
Ord April 3 

JonkEs, T'HoMasS (jun), Trelowth St Mewan, Cornwall, 
Butcher Truro Pet Aprii2 Ord April 2 

KERRY, GEORGR bVERETI, Stalham, Norfolk, Butcher 
Norwich Pet Aprils Ord April 3 

MANDEVILLE, JOSEPHINE, Moscow rd, Bayswater 
Court Pet Jan29 Ord April 4 

MATHISON, HENRY, Liverpvol, Compaay Director Liver- 
pool Pe: Feb21 Oru April 3 

PIKE, THOMAS, Aylesbeare, Devon, Farmer 
sari17 Ord April 3 

POLLARD, FREDERICK, Baildon, Yorks, Tailors’ Merchant 
Leeds Pet Aprill Ord Aprill 

RALPH, Ropeet, lifracombe, Fishmonger 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Ropes, THomas, Keighley, Cabinet Maker 
Pet Aprii3 Ord April 3 

Raopes, WILLIAM, iSheffield, Coal Merchant 
Pet April2 Ord April 2 

SPALL, JuSEPH EDMUND, Gresham st, Silk Merchant 
High Court Pet Mar19 Ord April 2 

STAMMERS, THOMAS, Sudbury, Suffoik, General Warehouse- 
man Colchester Pet April3 Ord April 3 

THORPE, HARKY GILPIN, Hemswell, Lines, 
Lincoln Pet Aprill Ord April 1 

TRIMBACK, EUGEN, Warbeck rd, Shepherd's Bush, Motor 
Car Dealer High Court PetJan19 Ord April 2 


April 16 at 11 14 


Off Rec, 


April 18 at 


Kent, Coach Builder 
Oif Rec, 684A, Castle st, Canter- 


April 


Agent 


Old.- 


Leeds 


High 
Exeter Pet 
Barnstaple 


Bralford 


Sheffield 


Farmer 














